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POPULATION 

General  Growth 

The  city  of  Thomasville  has  experienced  a  population  increase  for  each 

DECADE  over  the  PAST  SIXTY  YEARS.    ThE  RESULTING  GROWTH  PATTERN  HAS  BEEN 

very  erratic,  ranging  from  a  4l6.25  per  cent  increase  from  1900  to  1910  to 
a  1.02  per  cent  increase  from  19*^0  to  1950-  f^om  1950  to  1  960  the  popula- 
tion increased  36.18  per  cent. 

Migration  Trends 

Between  1950  *nd  I960  Thomasville  experienced  a  total  net  in-migration 
of  1,^9^*  persons,  of  which  90'*  were  white  and  590  non-white. 

Migration  by  Age,  Sex^  and  Race 

While  the  town  as  a  whole  experienced  in-migrat i on,  there  was  some 
out-migration  in  several  of  the  various  age  groups:   5-9>  1 0- 1  ^t ,  15-19j  *nd 

45-5I+  FOR  WHITE  MALES,  AND  1  0- 1  *+  FOR  WHITE  FEMALES.    (THESE  AGE  GROUPS  ARE 
BASED  ON  1950  ages;  therefore  ADD  TEN  YEARS  TO  EACH  OF  THEM  TO  DETERMINE 
i960  AGES  AND  IT  CAN  BE  SEEN  THAT  THE  VAST  MAJORITY  OF  THIS  OU T- M I G RA T I  ON 
OCCURRED  IN  THE  YOUNG  PRODUCTIVE  AGE  GROUPS.)    No  OU T- M I GRA T I  ON  WAS  OBSERVED 
IN  ANY  AGE  GROUP  IN  EITHER  SEX  AMONG  THE  NON-WHITE  POPULATION.    In  FACT,   IN 
THE  YOUNGER  AGE  GROUPS  THE   IN-MIGRATION  WAS  VERY  LARGE,  AND   IN  ALMOST  EVERY 
AGE  GROUP  OT  WAS  LARGER  THAN  WHITE   IN-MIGRATION.    |n  OTHER  WORDS,  PROPOR- 
TIONATELY SPEAKING,   THERE  ARE  MANY  MORE  NON-WHITES  THAN  WHITES  MIGRATING 

INTO  Thomasville. 

Age  Group  Trends 

Over  the  past  two  decades  the  group  structure  of  Thomasv i lle' s  popula- 


TiON  HAS  BEEN  CHARACTERIZED  BT  INCREASED  PROPORTIONS  OF  CHILDREN  AND  OLDER 
AGE  PERSONS  (both  MALE  AND  FEMALe),  WITH  A  CORRESPONDING  DECLINE  IN  THE 

proportions  of  the  young  productive  age  groups. 
Sex 

In  THE  PAST  TWENTY  YEARS  FEMALES  IN  MOST  AGE  GROUPS  HAVE  OUT-NUMBERED 
MALESo    ThJS  IS  PARTICULARLY  NOTICEABLE  IN  THE  65+  AGE  GROUP.    HOWEVER, 

since  ^^ko   the  proportion  of  each  relative  to  the  total  population  has 
fluctuated  only  slightly. 

Race 

From  19^0  to  I960  the  non-white  per  cent  of  total  Thomasville  popula- 
tion INCREASED  from  17.5  PER  cent  TO  21.2  PER  CENT.    It  IS  STILL  BELOW  THE 

State  proportion  or  25. *+  per  cent. 

iNCOME 

Income  levels  in  Thomasville  are  improving,  but  are  still  well  below 
Urban  United  States,  although  above  Urban  North  Carolina  in  mean  and  per 

CAPITA  INCOME.    In  i960,  k.^     PER  CENT  OF  THE  FAMILIES  IN  THOMASVILLE  SUB- 
SISTED ON  ANNUAL   INCOMES  OF  $1,000  OR  LESS,  AND  23.3  P^"  <^ENT  HAD  ANNUAL 
INCOMES  BELOW  $3,000.   MEDIAN  FAMILY  INCOME  FOR  THOMASVILLE  WAS  $4, 769,  AS 

COMPARED  TO  $'f,8^3  fo"  Urban  North  Carolina  and  $6,i66  for  Urban  United 
States. 

Non-white  family  income,  while  improving,  is  yet  far  below  white  family 
INCOME.   In  i960,  7-5  pe;r  cent  of  the  non-white  families  in  Thomasville  had 
incomes  below  $1,000,  and  k} ,k   per  cent  below  $3,000. 

Income  Distribution 


:0ME  IN  Thomasville  is  not  very  evenly  distributed.   In  fact,  it  is 


less  evenly  distributed  than  in  urban  north  carolina,  urban  united  states, 
Lexington,  High  Point,  and  the  Remainder  of  Davidson  County  (less  Lexington 
AND  Thomasv I lle)=   This  indicates  that  a  rather  large  percentage  of  income 
is  concentrated  in  the  hands  of  a  few.   It  further  appears  that  Thomasville 

does  not  have  a  well-developed  middle  CLASSc 


Educat I  on 

A  comparison  of  educational  levels  in  Thomasville  with  those  of  Urban 
North  Carolina,  Lexington,  High  Point,  and  the  Remainder  of  Davidson  County 
(less  Thomasville  and  Lexington)  indicates  that  Thomasville  adults  25  years 
and  older  are  behind  in  their  educational  attainment.   Only  2&A   per  cent 
have  completed  high  school  and  only  6.3  per  cent  have  completed  college. 
The  median  school  years  completed  is  d.k   years. 

The  educational  attainments  of  non-white  adults  in  Thomasville  are  in 
all  respects  far  below  that  of  the  white  adults.   Only  15.'^  per  cent  have 
completed  high  school  and  only  1.7  PER  CENT  HAVE  completed  college.   The 
MEDIAN  school  years  completed  by  non-white  adults  is  7'2  YEARS,  AS  compared 
with  8.7  years  for  white  adults. 

Housing 

Twenty-five  per  cent  of  Thomasv i lle ' s  dwelling  units  are  classified  as 

SUBSTANDARD  (as  defined  BY  THE  UNITED  STATES  CENSUS,  BASED  ON  CONDITION  OF 
UNIT  AND  PLUMBING  FACILITIES).   Th I S  IS  A  LARGER  PERCENTAGE  THAN  THOSE  OF 

Urban  North  Carolina,  Lexington,  High  Point,  and  the  Remainder  of  the  Counti 
(less  Thomasville  and  Lexington).   On  the  other  hand,  the  quality  of  non- 
white  HOUSING  IN  Thomasville  is  better  than  any  of  the  above  mentioned 
AREAS.   Almost  6o  per  cent  of  the  total  non-white  housing  is  classified  as 
standard. 


The  median  value  of  all  owner-occupied  units  in  Thomasville  is  $8,000, 
as  compared  to  $h,700  for  non-white  units  only.  over  2'  per  cent  of  all 

OWNER-OCCUPIED  UNITS  ARE  VALUED  UNDER  $5jOOO  AND  ONLY  1^.3  PER  CENT  OVER 

$15,000=   Over  7I  per  cent  of  the  owner-occupied  non-white  units  are  valued 

UNDER  $5,000,  and  only  H.3  PER  CENT  ABOVE  $15>000. 

New  Residential  Construction 

From  I955  to  March,  1960,  new  residential  construction  in  Thomasville 

INCREASED,  BUT  AT  A  DECREASING  RATE.    In  CONTRAST,  DURING  THE  SAME  PERIOD 

of  time  new  residential  construction  in  the  remainder  of  davidson  county 
(less  Thomasville  and  Lexington),  increased  at  an  increasing  rate. 

The  Future  Population 

Projections,  based  on  the  assumption  that  past  and  present  trends  con- 
tinue in  the  future,  indicate  that  Thomasville  should  have  a  population  of 
approximately  20,300  PERSONS  BY  1 970>  *nd  approximately  27,500  persons  by 
1980.   The  future  population  will  have  increased  proportions  of  young  chil- 
dren, young  adults,  and  retired  citizens,  and  it  will  continue  to  have  larger 
proportions  of  females  than  males.   It  is  also  expected  that  the  future  pop- 
ulation OF  Thomasville  will  contain  increased  proportions  of  non-whites, 

25.6  PER  CENT  by  1970  AND  3I • 1  PER  CENT  BY  1 98O. 

ECONOMY 

Basic  and  Non-Basic  Employment 

Bas 1 c  industries  may  be  considered  as  those  industries  which  export 
their  goods  or  services  and  bring  in  "new"  income  to  the  city.   Non-Bas i c 

ACTIVITY,   I.E.,  restaurants,  GAS  STATIONS,  ETC.,  MAY  BE  CONSIDERED  AS 

employment  which  is  created  by  and  dependent  upon  the  basic  industries.   As 


A  RULE,   NON-BASIC   INDUSTRIES  DO  NOT  EXPORT  AND  DO  NOT  BRING  NEW  MONEY   INTO 
THE  CITY. 

In  i960  Thomasville  had  "^,06?   basic  workers  and  3>^95  non-basic  workers. 
Of  THE  TOTAL  basic  employment,  50»9S  per  cent  was  concentrated  in  furniture, 

LUMBER,  AND  wood  PRODUCTS  MANUFACTURING,  AND  ^1,6^*  PER  CENT  IN  TEXTILE  MILL 

products. 

The  Multiplier  Effect 

On  the  basis  of  the  I96O  population  and  the  per  cent  distribution  of 
BASIC  and  non-basic  workers,  it  may  be  assumed  that  each  basic  worker  cre- 
ated employment  for  and  was  thus  indirectly  supporting  I.iH  non-basic 
WORKERS.   Together,  these  two  were  supporting  ^.96  persons. 

Di versification  and  Specialization 

By  applying  a  formula  which  gives  an  index  of  local  specialization 

(index  of  1.00  =  AVERAGE  SPECIALIZATION),  AN  IDEA  OF  THE  IMPORTANCE  OF 

INDUSTRIES  TO  Thomasville  relative  to  the  importance  of  these  industries  to 

THE  STATE  AND  NATION  MAY  BE  OBTAINED^ 

In  i960,  WHEN  COMPARING  THOMASVILLE  TO  THE  UnI'ED  STATES,  THE  CITY 
SPECIALIZED  PRIMARILY  IN  TWO  INDUSTRIES!   TEXTILE  MANUFACTURING  (iNDEX  - 
IH.I3)  AND  FURNITURE,  LUMBER,  AND  WOOD  PRODUCTS  (iNOEX  -  15=^2).   Th I S  INDI- 
cates a  great  lack  of  diversification  with  all  the  accompanying  problems 
inherent  in  such  a  situation. 

However,  there  are  some  industries  in  Thomasville  which  are  approaching 
AVERAGE  specialization  in  relation  to  both  the  United  States  and  North 
Carolina,  and  subsequently  appear  to  have  good  growth  potential  in  Thomas- 
ville.  It  should  be  well  understood  that  many  of  these  are  not  totally 
desirable,  and  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  each  should  be  carefully 


CONSIDERED  IN  RELATION  TO  THE  NEEDS  OF  THE  LOCAL  ECONOMY.    ThESE   INDUSTRIES 


apparel  and  fabricated  textiles 

trucking 

communications 

wholesale  trades 

all  retail 

finance,  insurance,  and  real  estate 

private  households 

other  personal  services,  entertainment,  and  recreation 

hospitals 

other  durables 

Stability  of  the  Economy 

Almost  50  pe"  cent  of  the  total  employment  in  Thomasville  is  found  to 
be  in  those  industries  which  are  markedly  sensitive  to  the  fluctuations  of 
the  national  business  cycle.   In  contrast,  only  10.99  pe"  cent  of  Thomas- 
ville's  employment  is  in  those  industries  highly  insensitive,  and  only  5-32 

PER  CENT   in  those  markedly   INSENSITIVE.    THEREFORE,   IT  MUST  BE  CONCLUDED 
THAT  THE  ECONOMY  OF  THOMASVILLE   IS  NOT  A  PARTICULARLY  STABLE  ONE. 


MaNUFACTUR I NG 

As  HAS  BEEN  PREVIOUSLY  STATED,  ThOMASVILLE   IS  HEAVILY  DEPENDENT  UPON 

textile  and  furniture  manufacturing  for  her  livelihood.   employment  in 
Thomasville  in  both  of  these  industries  increased  over  what  it  had  been 

FROM  1950  TO  1960;   however, DUE  PRIMARILY  TO  AUTOMATION,  EMPLOYMENT   IN  BOTH 

these  industries  decreased  nationally  during  this  same  period  of  time--10.8 
per  cent  in  lumber,  wood,  and  furniture,  and  22.3  ''^^  cent  in  textiles. 
Since  it  is  likely  that  employment  trends  in  Thomasville  will  shortly  follow 
the  national  trends,  efforts  should  be  made  to  attract  other  types  of  indus- 
try which  would  serve  to  improve  employment  stability. 

ACCORDING  TO  THE  CENSUS,  FROM  195^  TO  1958  ThOMASVILLE  EXPERIENCED 


INCREASES   IN  THE  NUMBER  OF  MANUFACTURING  ESTABLISHMENTS,   NUMBER  OF  EMPLOYEES, 
NUMBER  OF  PRODUCTION  WORKERS,  AND  MAN  HOURS  WORKED.    OF  PARAMOUNT   IMPORTANCE 

is  the  fact  that  the  increase  in  new  capital  expenditures  was  much  larger 
than  that  in  employment,  indicating  a  trend  to  increased  automation. 

Retail  Trade 

In  all  respects  except  the  number  of  establishments,  Thomasv i lle ' s  retail 
trade  growth  rate  was  larger  than  both  the  remainder  of  davidson  county 
(less  Thomasville  and  Lexington)  and  Lexington.   Also  of  importance  is  the 
FACT  that  Thomasv I lle ' s  retail  sales,  as  a  per  cent  of  total  County  sales, 
increased  from  30-3  ""e:"  cent  in  195^  TO  32-9  PER  cent  in  1958.   If  this 

TREND  CONTINUES,  ThOMASVILLE  COULD  IN  THE  FUTURE  REPLACE  LEXINGTON  AS  THE 

primary  retail  trade  center  in  davidson  county. 

Service  Trades 

From  195^*  to  1958>  Thomasville  experienced  increases  in  all  four  aspects 
OF  SERVICE  trades:   number  of  establishments,  annual  payrolls,  sales,  and 

NUMBER  of  employees.    ThE  LARGEST  OVERALL  GROWTH  RATE  OCCURRED  IN  THE  REMAIN- 
DER OF  Davidson  County  (less  Thomasville  and  Lex i ngton) ,  illustrating  the 

TREND  toward   INCREASED  COMMERCIALIZATION  OF  THE  RURAL  AND  FRINGE  AREAS  OF 

THE  County. 

Wholesale  Trades 

Even  though  Thomasville  did  experience  growth  in  all  aspects  of  whole- 
sale trades  from  195^^  to  1958>  the  growth  rates  of  both  Lexington  and  the 
Remainder  of  Davidson  County  (less  Thomasville  and  Lexington)  were  greater 

WHEN  considering  THE  COMPLETE  PICTURE. 


Agricultural  Trends  -  Davidson  County 

In  Davidson  County  the  number  of  farm  units  and  farm  operators  are 
decreasing;  however,  the  remaining  units  are  larger,  more  efficient,  more 

MECHANIZED,  AND  MORE  PRODUCTIVE.    Th I S  TREND   IS  NOT  ONE  PECULIAR  TO  DAVIDSON 

County,  but  is  the  same  as  the  national  trend. 

Age  and  Sex  Characteristics  of  the  Labor  Force 

Primarily  because  of  out-migration,  Thomasv i lle' s  existing  labor  force 
IS  somewhat  older  than  might  be  expected.   In  1960  approximately  32  per  cent 

OF  the  females  and  33  P^"  cent  of  the  males  were  ^5  YEARS  OF  AGE  AND  OVER. 

Slightly  more  than  39  per  cent  of  the  Thomasville  labor  force  is  com- 
posed OF  women,  and  of  the  total  females  1^  years  of  age  and  over,  48. 51 
per  cent  are  present  in  the  labor  force.   This  is  a  higher  proportion  than 
the  State,  Urban  North  Carolina,  and  the  Remainder  of  Davidson  County  (less 
Thomasville  and  Lexington).   About  66. 3I  per  cent  of  the  women  in  the  labor 
force  are  married  and  22.^9  per  cent  have  children  less  than  six  years  of 

AGE,   indicating  THAT  MANY  WOMEN  ARE  WORKING  TO  SUPPLEMENT  FAMILY  INCOME. 

Worker  Ava i lab i l i ty 

According  to  the  North  Carolina  Employment  Security  Commission,  there 

ARE  7^980  production  type  workers  within  a  twenty-mile  RADIUS  OF  ThOMASVILLE, 
who  would  be  AVAILABLE  FOR  EMPLOYMENT  IF  THERE  WERE  JOBS  FOR  THEM.    Of  THESE 
WORKERS,  H05  ARE  SKILLED,  2,170  ARE  SEMI-SKILLED,  AND  5>^0'*  ^^E  TRAINABLE 
FOR  PRODUCTION  JOBS  REQUIRING  SKILLED  DEVELOPMENT.    A  LARGE  PERCENTAGE  OF 
THE  SEMI-SKILLED  WORKERS  ARE  WOMEN. 

OuT-COMMUT I  NO  Patterns 

About  20  per  cent  of  the  Davidson  County  workers  out-commute  to  their 


JOBS  AS  OPPOSED  TO  ALMOST  lO  PER  CENT  FOR  ThOMASVILLE.    MOST  OF  THE  ThOMAS- 
VILLE  WORKERS  COMMUTE  TO  GulLFORD  COUNTY  (83.97  ^^R  CENt),  OF  WHICH  75'32 
PER  CENT  GO  TO  HiGH  PoiNT. 

In-Commuting  Patterns 


Of  the  1,93^  WORKERS  WHO  in-commute  TO  Davidson  County  to  work,  23. '♦5 
PER  cent  reside  in  Randolph  County  and  22.78  per  cent  reside  in  Guilford 
County.   There  are  far  more  workers  going  out  of  Davidson  County  to  work 
than  are  coming  in. 

Trend  of  Occupational  Groups  in  the  Labor  Force 

The  occupational  structure  of  the  Thomasville  labor  force  has  shifted 
somewhat  in  the  last  decade.   For  males  there  was  an  increase  in  the  pro- 
portion OF  professional,  managerial,  and  proprietary  workers  and  clerical 
and  sales  workers.   The  female  occupational  structure  has  tended  toward 
increased  proportions  in  all  categories,  except  semi-skilled  and  farm  workers. 

Employment  Patterns 

During  the  last  decade  total  employment  in  Thomasville  increased  by 

ALMOST  30  PER  cent.    FOR  FEMALES  THE   INCREASE  WAS  39.1''   PE"  CENT,   BUT  FOR 
MALES,  ONLY  24.32  PER  CENT.    Th I S   INDICATES  A  TREND  TOWARD  LARGER  EMPLOYMENT 

growth  for  women  than  men. 

Unemployment 

In  BOTH  Thomasville  and  Davidson  County  the  largest  amount  of  unemploy- 
ment occurred  in  the  SEMI-SKILLED  AND  UNSKILLED  GROUPS.  ThE  LEAST  UNEMPLOY- 
MENT noted  WAS  IN  THE  PROFESSIONAL  AND  FARM  GROUPS. 


Employmeint  Projections 

Assuming  a  continuation  of  past  trends,  Thomasville  employment  is 
expected  to  increase  l'*.6  per  cent  by  1 98o.   large  gains  in  commerce,  trans- 
portation, and  professional  services  are  expected  to  more  than  offset  the 
^^.1   per  cent  oeclide  anticipated  in  manufacturing  employment,  of  which  the 
majority  is  expected  to  occur  in  furniture  and  textile  mill  products. 


INTRODUCTION 

This  report  is  one  of  a  series  to  be  prepared  by  the  Thomasville  Plan- 
ning Commission,  with  technical  assistance  from  the  Division  of  Community 
Planning,  Department  of  Conservation  and  Development.   Except  when  other- 
wise designated,  the  data  used  in  this  study  is  taken  from  the  published  and 
unpublished  reports  of  the  United  States  Bureau  of  the  Census. 

The  Population  and  Economic  Analysis  is  designed  to  provide  the  frame- 
work upon  which  to  base  the  overall  planning  program  by  bringing  to  light 
TRENDS  which  are  relevant  to  future  development  of  the  town,  with  special 

emphasis  being  given  to  EXISTING  DEFICIENCIES  AND  STRONG  POINTS.    In  THE 
FINAL  ANALYSIS,  A  TOWN  IS  NOTHING  MORE  THAN  A  REFLECTION  OF  ITS  PEOPLE  AND 
THEIR  ACTIVITIES,  AND  AS  SUCH,   IT  MUST  FIRST  BE  THOROUGHLY  ANALYZED  AND 
STUDIED  SO  AS  TO  PROVIDE  A  FIRM  FOUNDATION  UPON  WHICH  TO  BASE  FUTURE  PLAN- 
NING.   In  PURSUING  THIS  GOAL,  THE  FOLLOWING  QUESTIONS  MUST  BE  ANSWERED: 

"What  are  the  past  and  anticipated  population  trends 
by  age,  sex,  and  racial  composition?" 

"What  are  the  past  migration  trends?" 

"What  are  the  housing,  education,  and  income  levels 
of  the  people?" 

"What  is  the  outlook  in  terms  of  future  growth  change 
or  decline  in  the  various  economic  activities?" 

Typical  questions  such  as  these  and  many  more  must  be  answered  before 
A  planning  program  can  begin  because  it  must  be  known  how  many  people  are 
going  to  be  planned  for  and  what  their  needs  and  desires  are.   As  an  exam- 
ple, population  projections  will  reveal  that  there  will  be  an  increase  in 
the  demand  for  industrial,  residential,  commercial,  and  recreational  land 


AS  WELL  AS  A  GREATER  USE  OF  UTILITIES  AND  SCHOOLS.   ThESE  THINGS  MUST  BE 
RECOGNIZED  BEFORE  ANY  TYPE  OF  PLANNING  CAN  BEGIN. 

In  ANSWERING  THE  ABOVE  QUESTIONS,  THIS  REPORT  IS  DIVIDED  INTO  TWO  MAIN 

SECTIONS.   The  first  is  concerned  with  the  population  of  Thomasville,  and 

INCLUDES  A  discussion  OF  SUCH  ASPECTS  AS  GENERAL  GROWTHJ  MIGRATION;  RACE, 
SEX,  AND  AGE  COMPOSITIONS;   INCOME,  EDUCATION,  AND  HOUSING  LEVELS;  AND  POP- 
ULATION PROJECTIONS  FOR  197^  *ND  1 98O.    ThE   SECOND   SECTION  OF  THIS  STUDY, 

THE  Economy  of  Thomasville,  involves  an  analysis  of  the  various  economic 

FACTORS  which  TOGETHER  DETERMINE  THE  ECONOMIC  WELL-BEING  OF  THE  COMMUNITY, 
AND  INCLUDES  SPECIALIZATION  OF  THE  ECONOMIC  BASE;   INDUSTRIAL  DIVERSIFICATION 

AND  stability;  commerce;  agriculture;  employment  and  unemployment;  worker 
mobility;  potential  worker  availability;  and  employment  projections  for 
1970  AND  1980.   It  is  hoped  that  this  report  will  facilitate  the  construc- 
tion OF  A  comprehensive  planning  program  and  will  be  of  value  to  city  offi- 
cials, LOCAL  organizations,  and  the  citizens  of  Thomasville. 
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GENERAL  GROWTH  TRENDS 
The  city  of  Thomasville  has  experienced  an  increase  in  population 

EACH  DECADE  OVER  THE  PAST  60  YEARS.    TaBLE   1   AND  GRAPH  1   ILLUSTRATE  THIS 
GROWTH  AND  COMPARE   IT  WITH  THAT  OF  SEVERAL  NEIGHBORING  AREAS.    FOR  ThOMAS- 
VILLE,   THE  GROWTH  PATTERN  HAS  BEEN  VERY  ERRATIC,   RANGING  FROM  A  i|l6.25  ''^'^ 
CENT   INCREASE  FROM  1  900  TO  1910  TO  A  1.02  PER  CENT  INCREASE  FROM  19^*0  TO 

1950.   Specifically,  from  I9IO  to  193^  the  population  increased  at  an 

INCREASING  rate;  from  193^  TO  1950  THE  POPULATION  INCREASED  AT  A  DECREASING 
rate;  and  from  1950  to  I96O  the  population  again  increased  at  an  INCREASING 
RATE.  The  increase  between  1950  AND  1  96O  WAS,  TO  A  LARGE  EXTENT,  A  RESULT 
OF  ANNEXATION  OF  PART  OF  ThOMASVILLE  TOWNSHIP  TO  ThOMASVILLE  CiTY.  WHETHER 
OR  NOT  THE  FUTURE  POPULATION  CONTINUES  TO  INCREASE  AT  AN  INCREASING  RATE  IS 
DEPENDENT  UPON  MANY  FACTORS,  SUCH  AS  ANNEXATIONS,  ATTRACTION  OF  NEW  INDUS- 
TRY, ETC. 

Since  the  growth  of  a  city  is  closely  interrelated  with  the  area  sur- 
rounding IT,  AN  analysis  OF  THE  COUNTY  AND  ITS  SEPARATE  PARTS  IS  NECESSARY 
to  achieve  a  COMPLETE  PICTURE.    OnE  NOTES  THAT  WHILE  GROWTH  IN  DAVIDSON 

County  has  been  somewhat  erratic,  it  has  been  less  erratic  than  Thomasville. 
It  ranged  from  an  increase  of  35-98  per  cent  from  1920  to  1930  to  an  increase 

OF     11.52     PER     CENT     from     1930     TO     19^0.         SiNCE     19^10     THE      POPULATION     HAS     BEEN 
increasing    at    an     INCREASING    RATE. 

Table  2  illustrates  growth  trends  for  Davidson  County  by  minor  civil 
divisions  from  1950  to  i960.   For  our  analysis,  most  important  of  these  is 
Thomasville  Township  of  which  Thomasville  is  a  part.   ;t  is  the  second 
largest  in  Davidson  County  and  is  only  slightly  behind  Lexington  Township. 
From  1950  to  I960  Thomasville  Township  experienced  a  30. 5  p^"  cent  increase 
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TABLE  1         Population  Trends  for  Selected  Areas  -  1900-1! 


THOMASV 1 LLE 

LEX  1 NGTON 

HIGH     POINT 

DAV  1  DSON     COUNTY 

1900 

751 

1,23i* 

n,i63 

23,1+03 

1910 

3,877 

i*,i63 

9,525 

29,itoU 

%    CHANGE 

4^16.25 

^237-36 

4128.80 

425. 6it 

1920 

5,676 

5,25^* 

ll*,302 

35,201 

%    CHANGE 

4   46.!lO 

4  26.21 

4     50.15 

419.72 

1930 

10,090 

9,652 

36,7115** 

117,865 

^    CHANGE 

4  77-77 

4     83.71 

4156.92 

435-98 

19^+0 

ii,oi+i 

10,550 

38,1195 

53,377 

%    CHANGE 

4     9-^3 

4        9.30 

4        It.  76 

4 11.52 

1950 

11,151+ 

13,571* 

39,973** 

62,21+1* 

%    CHANGE 

4     1.02 

4  28. 61* 

4     3. 84 

4I6.61 

i960 

15,190**» 

16,093 

62,o63»* 

79, '193 

%    CHANGE 

4  36.18 

4     18.58 

4  55-26 

427.71 

•part  of  LEXINGTON  TOWNSHIP  ANNEXED  TO  LEXINGTON  TOWN  SINCE  1910,19^0, 
1950 

♦•part  of  high  POINT  TOWNSHIP  ANNEXED  TO  HIGH  POINT  CITY  IN  1922,  19^8, 
1950 

••♦part  of  THOMASVILLE  TOWNSHIP  ANNEXED  TO  THOMASVILLE  CITY 
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POPULATION      CHANGE      FOR      THOMASVILLE,      LEXINGTON. 
HIGH     POINT     AND       DAVIDSON      COUNTY 
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IN     POPULATION,     Ab     COMPAREU    wITM    A     2~l  .  'l      PER    CENT      INCREASE     FOR     LEXINGTON 

Township.   In  1950  Lexington  Township  constituted  '^'i.9   per  cent  of  the 
TOTAL  Davidson  County  population,  as  compared  with  21.1  per  cent  for 
Thomasville  Township;  however,  in  1 9dO  Lexington  Township  population  as  a 

PER  CENT  of  the  COUNTy'S  DECLINED  TO  31-8  PER  CENT,  WHILE  THE   POPULATION  OF 

Thomasville,  as  a  per  cent  of  total  County  population,  increased  to  3^-7 

PER  CENT.    On  the  BASIS  OF  THIS  TREND,   ThOMASVILLE  ToWNSHIP  WILL,   IN  ALL 
likelihood,   be  the  LARGEST   IN  THE  COUNTY  BY  THE  NEXT  CENSUS,   IF  NOT  SOONER. 

TABLE  2        Davidson  County  by  Minor  Civil  Divisions  -  ^^'^0-^^60 


PER  CENT 

PER  CENT 

TOWNSH 1 P 

1950 

OF  TOTAL 

i960 

OF  TOTAL 

PER  CENT 

POPULAT  1  ON 

POPULAT  1  ON 

CHANGE 

Abbott's  Creek 

i,8o4 

Allegheny 

357 

mRCADIA 

1,132 
1,655 

Boone 

Conrad  Hill 

2, 61+1 

Cotton  Grove 

2,312 

Emmons 

3,187 

Hampton 

237 

Heal  i  ng  Spr  i  ng 

850 

Jackson  Hill 

462 

Lex ington 

19,875 

Ml DWAY 

2,6^5 

Reedy  Creek 

1,511 

Silver  Hill 

1,3^5 

Thomasv  I  lle 

19,325 

Tyro 

2,572 

Yadkin  College 

3^1+ 

2.9  2,692  3.i4  49.2 

^.0 

1.B  1,300  1.6  14.8 

2.6  1,872  2.k  13,8 

5-3  3,9o*t  5.0  50.9 

3-7  2,791  3.5  20.7 

5.1  3,822  4.8  19.9 

,i*  256  .3  8.0 

^.h  981  1.3  15.'+ 


,7  514  .6  11.3 

31.9  25,257  31-8  27. 

k.2  3,809  k.8  kk.o 

2.k  1,670  2.1  10. 

2.2  1,598  2.0  ll 

31.1  25,216  31.7  30.5 
k. 

^k. 

Davidson  County        62,241+  79,^93  27.7 


2,692 

3.4 

339 

.4 

1,300 

1.6 

1,872 

2.4 

3,984 

5.0 

2,791 

U 

3,822 

256 

•  3 

981 

1-3 

514 

.6 

25,257 

31.8 

3,809 

4.8 

1,670 

2.1 

1,598 

2.0 

25,216 

3^-Z 

2,997 

3-8 

395 
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MIGRATION 

General  Trends 

a  technique  frequently  used  for  analyzing  the  migration  pattern  of  a 
given  locale  is  to  calculate  the  natural  population  increase  during  the 

DECADE  (total  births  MINUS  TOTAL  DEATHs),  ADD  THE   INCREASE  TO  THE  BASE 
PERIOD  TEN  YEARS  HENCE,  AND  THEN  COMPARE  THE  RESULTS  WITH  THE  ACTUAL  POP- 
ULATION.   If  the  ACTUAL  POPULATION  EXCEEDS  THE  EXPECTED  POPULATION,   I N- 
MIGRATION  HAS  OCCURRED;  BUT  IF  THE  ACTUAL  POPULATION  IS  LESS  THAN  THE 
EXPECTED  POPULATION,  OU T- M I GRA T I  ON  HAS  TAKEN  PLACE. 

Table  3  's  computed  by  the  above-mentioned  method  and  it  shows  that  in 

THE  LAST  DECADE  THE  NATURAL  INCREASE  OF  ThOMA S V  I L L E ' S  WHITE  POPULATION  WAS 

1,890  PERSONS.   When  this  is  added  to  the  population  of  the  base  year  (1950)) 
it  gives  an  expected  19^0  population  of  1 1 , 064  persons;  however,  the  actual 
i960  population  was  11,968  persons,  90^*  persons  greater  than  expected,  indi- 
cating that  an  in-migration  of  90^*  white  persons  occurred  in  the  last  decade. 

Continuing  with  the  same  method.  Table  3  shows  that  the  Thomasville 
non-white  population  also  experienced  in-migration  during  the  decade  from 
1950  TO  i960.   The  actual  I960  non-white  population  was  3j222  persons,  or 

590  persons  more  than  the  EXPECTED  POPULATION  OF  2,632  PERSONS,  THUS   INDI- 
cating a  net  in-migration  of  590  non-white  persons  in  the  last  decade. 
Together  the  two  races  accounted  for  a  total  in-migration  of  1,^9'*  persons. 
On  THE  basis  of  this,  it  would  appear  that  the  city  of  Thomasville 

HAS  BEEN  QUITE  SUCCESSFUL   IN  PROVIDING  ADEQUATE  EMPLOYMENT  FOR  ITS  LABOR 
FORCE  AND,   IN  FACT,  AS   IS  EVIDENCED  BY  THE  LARGE   IN-MIGRATION,   HAS  BEEN 
EQUALLY  SUCCESSFUL   IN  ATTRACTING  PEOPLE  FROM  OTHER  AREAS.    Th I S   IS   INDEED 
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VERY  desirable;  however,  the  picture  is  not  quite  as  rosy  as  the  first 

GLANCE  MIGHT  HAVE  US  BELIEVE.    MajOR  ANNEXATIONS  WERE  TO  A  LARGE  EXTENT 
RESPONSIBLE  FOR  THIS  CONDITION  AND  ALSO,  AS  SHALL  BE  SHOWN  IN  THE  NEXT  SEC- 
TION, A  NET   IN-MIGRATION  DOES  NOT  NECESSARILY   INDICATE  AN  EQUALLY  DISTRIBU- 
TED  IN-MIGRAT ION.    In  FACT,   IT  WILL  BE  SHOWN  THAT   IN  SOME  VERY   IMPORTANT 
SEGMENTS  OF  THE  POPULATION,  OUT- M I G RA T I  ON  ACTUALLY  OCCURRED. 

TABLE  3       Migration  Trends  by  Race  for  Thomasville  -  195O-I96O 


1950  population  9,1?'+ 

natural  population  increase  during  the  decade  1,890 

expected  1960  population  1 1 , 064 

actual  i960  population  11,968 

population  gain  from  migration  90^+ 

NON-WHi te: 

1950  POPULAT ION  1 ,980 

NATURAL  POPULATION   INCREASE  DURING  THE  DECADE  (i^2 

EXPECTED  i960  POPULATION  2,63? 

ACTUAL  1960  POPULATION  3j222 

POPULATION  GAIN  FROM  MIGRATION  590 

TOTAL  POPULATION  GAIN  FROM  IN-MIGRATION  l,'t9'* 

NATURAL  POPULATION  INCREASE: 

TOTAL  BIRTHS  LESS  TOTAL  DEATHS 


WHITE         2,622  -  732  =  1,890 
NON-WHITE       928  -  276  =     652 


Migration  by  Age,  Sex,  and  Race 

It  is  not  enough  tc  know  only  that  in-  or  out-migrat i on  has  occurred, 
BUT  IT  is  also  necessary  that  we  determine  the  age,  sex,  and  racial  char- 
acteristics of  those  constituting  this  migration.   The  method  used  to  deter- 
mine this  is  to  observe  t-he  number  of  persons  present  in  a  given  age  group 
for  the  base  year  and  then  observe  how  many  are  present  in  the  same  age 


GROUP  TEN  YEARS  LATER.    FOR  EXAMPLE,   IN  1950  ThOMASVILLE  HAD  111   NON-WHITE 
MALES   IN  THE  15-19  *SE  GROUP.    In  1 960,   THESE  PERSONS  WERE   IN  THE  25-29  AGE 
GROUP  WHICH  HAD  ll8  NON-WHITE  MALES  PRESENT.    Th I S   INDICATES  AN  IN-MIGRATION 
OF  7  NON-WHITE  MALES  INTO  THE  1950  15-19  AGE  GROUP.    As  ONE  CONTINUES  WITH 
THE  STUDY  OF  MIGRATION  TRENDS,   IT  SHOULD  BE  KEPT   IN  MIND  THAT  EACH  GROUP   IN 
i960  IS  10  YEARS  OLDER  THAN   IT  WAS   IN  1  950»    FoR  EXAMPLE,   THE  5-9  *GE:  GROUP 
FOR  FEMALES  SHOWS  AN  IN-MIGRATION  OF  ]k     PER  CENT  (sEE  CHART  l);  HOWEVER, 
THIS  DOES  NOT   INDICATE  THERE  ARE  l4  PER  CENT  MORE  PERSONS  5-9  YEARS  OF  AGE 
IN  i960  THAN  THERE  WERE   IN  1950-    RaTHER,   IT   INDICATES  THAT  THERE  ARE   lH 
PER  CENT  MORE  PERSONS  PRESENT   IN  THE  AGE  GROUP  WHICH  WAS  5-9  YEARS  OF  AGE 
IN  1950-    In  i960,  THESE  PERSONS  WERE  ACTUALLY  IN  THE  15*19  ^^E  GROUP.    In 
OTHER  WORDS,  WE  ARE  MEASURING  THE  PER  CENT  OF  THE  195^  GROUP  PRESENT  IN 
i960. 

Total  Migration 

Chart  1  illustrates  Thomasv i lle ' s  migrating  trends  and  compares  them 
with  the  remainder  of  Davidson  County  (less  Thomasville  and  Lexington), 
Lexington,  and  High  Point.   In  Thomasville  in-migration  occurred  in  all 

FEMALE  AGE  groups,  BUT  WAS  VERY  SMALL  IN  THE  YOUNG  PRODUCTIVE  AGE  GROUPS 
(lO-l4  AND  15-19)-  The  PICTURE  IS  VERY  SIMILAR  FOR  THE  MALE  AGE  GROUPS, 
EXCEPT  THAT  SLIGHT  OUT- M I GRA T  I  ON ,  IN  CONTRAST  TO  SLIGHT  IN-MIGRATION  FOR 
FEMALES,  OCCURRED  IN  THE  YOUNG  PRODUCTIVE  AGE  GROUPS.  IT  SHOULD  ALSO  BE 
NOTED  THAT  IN-MIGRATION  IN  MOST  AGE  GROUPS  WAS  SOMEWHAT  LARGER  IN  THE 
FEMALE  GROUPS  THAN  IN  THE  CORRESPONDING  MALE  GROUPS. 

In  THE  REMAINDER  OF  DAVIDSON  CoUNTY,  THE  MIGRATION  PATTERNS  WERE  VERY 
SIMILAR  TO  THOSE  OF  THOMASVILLE.    In  CONTRAST,   LEXINGTON  EXPERIENCED  RATHER 
GENERAL  OUT-MIGRATION  IN  MOST  AGE  GROUPS,  WHEREAS  HiGH  PoiNT  EXPERIENCED 
IN-MIGRATION   IN  ALL  GROUPS,  AND  LARGE   IN-MIGRATION   IN  MOST. 


TABLE  k 


Net  Migration  for  Thomasville,  N.  C,  1950-1! 


AGE  GROUP  IN  1950 


5  YRS. 


5-9      io-iii     15-19    20-2H    25-3*1    35-^'*    '+5-5'* 


WHITE  POPULATION 


1950  POPULATION    i»93   '+63   i*37   383   355   778   632   ^159 
i960  POPULATION    6^8   449   378   37^   k^k        821   678   kki 


PER  CENT  OF  1950 

GROUP  PRESENT  IN   1  29- 'l    97-0 

i960 


,5      97-7    122.3    105.5    107-3      97-'+ 


1950  POPULATION       hk-J  458      428      391      413      «l6      710      503 

i960  POPULATION       598     k^k  391      i*06     450     907     762      506 

PER  CENT  OF  1950 

GROUP  PRESENT   IN     133-8    107-9      91-4     103.8    109.0    111.2     107.3     100.6 

i960 
NON-WHITE  POPULATION 


1950  POPULATION    108    86   n8   111    94   159   138    97 

1960  POPULATION       159      118      l49      n8      102      169      156      110 
PER  CENT  OF  1950 

GROUP  PRESENT  IN  i47.2  137.2  126.3  106.3  1 08. 5  106.3  113.0  113.4 
i960 


1950  POPULATION  96  102  110  96  84  i64  i4o  91 

i960  POPULATION  135  145  150  101  90  197  174  91 
PER  CENT  OF  1950 

GROUP   PRESENT    IN  1 4o. 6  l42.2  136.4  105-2  107-1  120.1  124.3  100.0 


NOTE:    A  PERCENTAGE  OF  LESS  THAN  100.00  INDICATES  OUT-MIGRATION, 


NET    MIGRATION   BY  AGE    8    SEX,    1950-1960 
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White  Migration 

I      Chart  2  illustrates  migration  trends  by  age,  sex,  and  race  and  shows 

I 

THAT  WHITE  MALES  EXPERIENCED  OUT- M I GRA T I  ON  IN  THREE  YOUNG  PRODUCTIVE  AGE 

GROUPS  -  5-9>  lO-l't,  AND  I5-I9  (these  persons  in  i960  RANGED  FROM  15-29 

YEARS  OF  age),  AND  WHITE  FEMALES  IN  THE  1 0- 1 'l  AGE  GROUP.    WHITE  MALES  ALSO 

EXPERIENCED  SLIGHT  OUT-MIGRATION  IN  THE  ^5-5'*  *<»E  GROUP.    ThE  LARGEST  I  N- 

migration  for  both  males  and  females  occurred  in  the  under  5  *<"e  group. 
Non-White  Migration 

As  is  ALSO  shown  by  Chart  2,  all  non-white  age  groups,  both  male  and 
female,  experienced  i n-m i grat i  on,  except  the  ^5-5'*  age  group  for  females, 
which  experienced  neither  in-  nor  out-migration,  with  the  largest  occurring 
in  the  under  5>  5-9)   20-24,  and  the  25-3^  *se  groups  for  the  males,  and  the 
i5-i9  and  20-2't  age  groups  for  the  females. 
Summary  of  Migration  Trends 

In  summary,  the  above  findings  indicate  that  while  Thomasville  as  a 
WHOLE  experienced  a  rather  sizable  I n-m I GRAT I  on,  there  was  out-migration  of 
whites  in  the  young  productive  age  groups.   When  viewing  the  two  groups 
together  in  order  to  gain  a  complete  picture  of  Thomasv I lle ' s  migration 
patterns,  the  fact  that  non-whites  experienced  in-migration  in  the  groups 
WHERE  whites  experienced  out-migration  serves  to  neutralize  somewhat  the 
losses  incurred  by  the  whites.   Nevertheless,  it  does  not  alter  the  fact 
THAT  some  people  are  leaving  Thomasville  at  a  time  when  they  are  at  their 

most  productive  stage  of  LIFE--A  TIME  WHEN  THEY  HAVE  CHILDREN,   BUY  HOMES, 
AND  BECOME  RESPONSIBLE  CITIZENS  OF  THE  COMMUNITY.    Th I S  IS  NOT  GOOD  AND 
EFFORT  SHOULD  BE  MADE  TO  PROVIDE  THESE  PEOPLE  WITH  BETTER  EMPLOYMENT  AND 
ECONOMIC  OPPORTUNITY  IN  HOPES  OF  KEEPING  THEM  IN  THOMASVILLE,  AND  THEREBY 
RECTIFY  THE  SITUATION. 
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COMPOSITION  OF  THE  POPULATiON 
For  the  purpose:  of  planning  it  is  not  sufficient  '■o  know  only  the  total 
number  of  inhabitants  residing  within  a  community,  but  it  is  necessary  that 
the  age,  sex,  and  racial  characteristics  of  those  persons  comprising  the 
population  be  determined  as  well.   although  some  of  these  characteristics 
have  been  partially  reviewed  in  the  previous  discussion  on  migration,  it  is 
now  mandatory  that  we  take  a  closer  look  in  order  to  ascertain  what  kind  of 

PEOPLE  MAKE  UP  THE  ThOMASVILLE   PSPULATION.    """h  I  S   IS  VERY   IMPORTANT  BECAUSE 

these  characteristics  determine  such  things  as  employment,  composition  of 
the  labor  force,  w«t«ker  availability,  consumption  patterns,  school  enroll- 
ments and  so  on.   a  thorough  knowledge  of  the  present  social  and  economic 
structure  is  a  necessary  element  in  an  effective  planning  program. 

Age  Group  Trends 

Chart  3  illustrates  age  group  trends  for  Thomasville  and  Davidson 
County  and  shows  that  for  the  last  two  decades  the  group  structure  of  Thom- 
asville's  population  has  been  in  a  somewhat  noticeable  state  of  flux.   The 
general  trend  for  both  sexes  is  toward  increased  proportions  of  children  and 
older  age  groups,  with  a  corresponding  decline  in  the  proportions  of  the 
y6ung  productive  groups.   large  i n- m i gra t  i  on ,  increased  birth  rates,  and 
improvements  in  the  field  of  medicine  are  primarily  responsible  for  the  in- 
CREASED PROPORTIONS  OF  CHILDREN.    ThE   INCREASE   IN  THE  OLDER  AGE  GROUP  IS  A 
RESULT  OF  A  LACK  OF  MIGRATION  BY  THESE  GROUPS  PLUS  BETTER  MEDICAL  CARE  RESULT- 
ING  IN  A  LONGER  LIFE  SPAN.    A  COMBINATION  OF  OUT- M I GRA T  I  ON   IN  SOME  YOUNG 
GROUPS  PLUS  A  RATE  OF   IN-MIGRATION  IN  OTHERS  WHICH  IS  BELOW  THAT  OF  MOST  OTHER 
AGE  GROUPS  IS  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  THE  DECREASE   IN  THE  PROPORTIONS  OF  THE  YOUNG 
PRODUCTIVE  GROUPS.    In  SUMMATION,  ThOMA S V  I L L E ' S  POPULATION  IS  CONTAINING  MORE 
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children  and  older  people  and  less  young  productive  people.   a  more  compre- 
hensive explanation  of  these  trends  and  their  resulting  ramifications  will 
be  presented  in  a  later  section  (see  page  40) o 

Sex 

It  is  SIGNIFICANT  THAT  FOR  THE  PAST  TWO  DECADES  WOMEN  IN  A  LARGE  MAJOR- 
ITY OF  THE  AGE  GROUPS  HAVE  OUT-NUMBERED  MEN,   PARTICULARLY   IN  THE  6'^-i     AGE 
GROUP.    It  is   INTERESTING  TO  NOTE  THAT  DESPITE  YEARLY  INCREASES  IN  THE  TOTAL 
NUMBER  OF  MALES  AND  FEMALES,  THE  PROPORTION  OF  EACH  RELATIVE  TO  THE  TOTAL 
POPULATION  HAS  FLUCTUATED  VERY  LITTLE  SINCE  )^hO. 

TABLE  5  Percentages  of  Males  and  Females  in  Relation  to 

Total  Population,  Thomasville  and  Davidson  County 

Thomasville  Davidson  County 

1940 

MALE 
FEMALE 

total 

In  explanation,  other  than  the  possibility  of  an  excess  of  female  over 
male  births,  there  are  two  factors  which  may  account  for  this  trend:   (l) 
as  a  rule  women  tend  to  live  longer  than  men,  and  (2)  generally,  men  in  the 
younger  age  groups  are  more  mobile  than  women,  and  subsequently,  more 
inclined  to  go  elsewhere  in  search  of  better  economic  opportunity. 

In  Davidson  County,  as  in  Thomasville,  there  are  more  women  than  men; 

HOWEVER,   the  proportions  OF  EACH  ARE  MORE  NEARLY  SIMILAR  THAN  WAS  THE  CASE 

IN  Thomasville.  The  trend  also  differs  somewhat  from  Thomasville  in  that 
THE  proportions  of  men  relative  to  the  total  population  decreased  in  1950 
and  aga in  in  i960. 
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1940 

1950 

i960 

1940 

1950 

i960 

1^8.7 

48.8 

48.8 

49.9 

49.7 

49.5 

51-3 

51.2 

51.2 

50.1 

50.3 

50.5 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

TABLE  6  Detailed  Population  Characteristics 


Thomasv ille, 

North  Carolina 

AGE  GROUPS 

i9i*o 

NUMBER 

1950 

i960 

NUMBER 

PER  CENT      NUMBER 
CHANGE 

PER  CENT 
CHANGE 

5382      5^1*2       1.1       7^09      36-1 


o-k 

480 

601 

25.2 

904 
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48.8 
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TABLE  7  Detailed  Population  Characteristics 

Davidson  County,  Nor'h  Carolina 

age  groups      19^0  1950 


PER  CENT          NUMBER      PER  CENT 
CHANGE CHANGE 


MALE 


FEMALE 


26622  3091^  16.1  393^+3  27-3 


0-h  25H0  38111  50.2  k^k2  19.1 

5-9  2815  3269  16.1  H433  35.6 

10- >4  3330  2888  -  7.7  4353  50.'* 

15- 19  3121  2665  -14.6  3292  23.5 

20-24  2728  25^1  -  6.9  2573  1.3 

25-29  2327  2728  17.2  2660  -2.5 

30-34  2054  2526  23.0  2856  13.1 

35-39  1683  2276  35.2  2876  26.1+ 

40-44  1452  1889  30.1  2637  39.6 

^♦5-49  1163  1558  34.0  2301  47.7 

50-54  1027  135^*  31.8  1925  'J2.2 

55-59  817  988  20.9  15^+5  56.  i» 

60-64  655  830  26.7  1125  35.5 
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2765  3.1  2818  1.9 

2815  17.0  2826  0.4 
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1615  33.1  2370  46.7 
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Race 

The  total  non-white  population  of  Thomasville  has  increased  numeri- 
cally AND  AS  A  PER  CENT  OF  TOTAL  POPULATION  EACH  DECADE  FOR  THE  PAST  20 

YEARS.   Table  8  shows  that  in  19'*0,  17-5  per  cent  of  the  population  was 

NON-WHITE  AND  BY  1 96O  THE  PROPORTION  HAD  RISEN  TO  21.2  PER  CENT. 

TABLE  8  Percentages  of  White  and  Non-Whites 

TO  Total  Population,  Thghasville,  N.  C. 

19^0  1950  i960 

WHITE  82.5  82.2  78.8 

NON-WHITE  17.5  17.8  21.2 

Chart  k   measures  the  non-white  population  as  a  per  cent  of  total  pop- 
ulation BY  AGE  GROUPS.   It  shows  that  in  every  age  group,  except  IG-iH,  the 

NON-WHITE  POPULATION   IN  I96O,  AS  A   PER  CENT  OF  TOTAL  POPULATION,   INCREASED 
OVER  WHAT   IT  HAD  BEEN   IN  1950-    Th I S   IS  PARTICULARLY  PREVALENT  AMONG  CHIL- 
DREN AND  THE  YOUNG  PRODUCTIVE  AGE  GROUPS  AND  IS  PROBABLY  ATTRIBUTABLE  TO  A 
LARGER  BIRTH  RATE  AMONG  NON-WHITES  PLUS  A  LESSER  TENDENCY  TO  OUT-MIGRATE. 
It  hay  be  RECALLED  FROM  THE  PREVIOUS  SECTION  ON  MIGRATION  THAT  IN  NONE  OF 
THE  AGE  GROUPS  DID  THE  NON-WHITE  POPULATION  EXPERIENCE  OUT- M I G RA T I  ON;  AND, 
IN  FACT,  MOST  EXPERIENCED  SIZABLE   I N- M I GRA T  1  ON .    1n  CONTRAST,   THIS  WAS  NOT 
THE  CASE  FOR  THE  WHITE  POPULATION  WHERE   IN  MOST  CASES   IN-MIGRATION  WAS  MUCH 
LESS  THAN  THAT  OF  THE  NON-WHITES,  AND  IN  SOME  CASES,  OU T- M I GRA T I  ON  WAS 
OBSERVED. 
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TABLE  9 


Detailed  Non-White  Population  Characteristics 
Thomasville,  North  Carolina 


19^0 

1950 

i960 

AGE     GROUPS 

PER    CENT 

PER     CENT 

PER     CENT 

NUMBER 

NUMBER 
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INCOME,  EDUCATION,  AND  HOUSING 

The  following  section  provides  a  detailed  analysis  of  three  very  impor- 
tant QUALITATIVE  ASPECTS  OF  THE  ThOMASVILLE  POPULATION  -   INCOME,  EDUCATION, 
AND  HOUSING.    ThESE  FACTORS,  MORE  THAN  ANY  OTHER,  DETERMINE  THE  STYLE  AND 
STANDARD  OF  LIVING  TO  BE  ENJOYED  BY  THE  CITIZENS  OF  ANY  COMMUNITY,  AND,  AS 
SUCH,   SHOULD  BE  THOROUGHLY  EXAMINED   IN  ORDER  TO  SEE  WHAT  MAKES  THE  COMMUNITY 

TICK.   Before  passing,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  there  exists  a  close 

INTERDEPENDENCE  BETWEEN  THESE  FACTORS  AS  IS  EVIDENCED  BY  THE  FACT  THAT  IN 
ALMOST  ALL  CASES,  THERE   IS  A  CLOSE  CORRELATION  AMONG  THE  EXISTING  LEVELS  OF 
EACH.    In  other  WORDS,   IF  THE  EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL  OF  THE  COMMUNITY  IS  HIGH, 
THE  ODDS  ARE  THAT  THE   INCOME  AND  HOUSING  LEVELS  WILL  ALSO  BE  HIGH.    By  THE 
SAME  TOKEN,   IF  THE  EDUCATIONAL  LEVEL   IS  LOW,   THE  CHANCES  ARE  THAT  THE   INCOME 
AND  HOUSING  LEVELS  WILL  LIKEWISE  BE  LOW,  AND  SO  ON.    At  ANY  RATE,   IF  A  COM- 
munity is  to  solve  its  problems  and  correct  its  deficiencies,  the  first  step 

is  to  recognize  their  existence. 

Income 

Thomasville  Income  in  19^9 
Table  10  shows  that  in  19^9j  9-6  per  cent  of  the  families  residing  in 
Thomasville  lived  on  an  annual  income  of  $1,000  or  less  and  't.9  per  cent  sub- 
sisted ON  $500  OR  LESS.   Moreover,  5^.7  pe:r  cent  of  all  families  had  incomes 

8F  less  than  $3)000  AND  ONLY  9-8  PER  CENT  HAD  FAMILY   INCOMES   IN  EXCESS  OF 
$6,000. 

In  the  remainder  of  Davidson  County  (less  Thomasville  and  Lexington), 

THE  situation  was  EVEN  MORE  ACUTE  WHERE  9  PER  CENT  OF  ALL  FAMILIES  HAD  ANNUAL 
incomes  of  less  THAN  $500,   l6.7  PER  CENT  HAD  LESS  THAN  $1,000,  65.2  PER  CEN~ 
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HAD  LESS  THAN  $3>000,  AND  ONLY  6. H  PER  CENT  HAD  ANNUAL  INCOMES  OF  $6,000  OR 


I  A  COMPARISON  OF  MEDIAN  FAMILY   INCOMES  SHOWS  THAT  ThOMASVILLE  WITH  $278l 

was  higher  than  any  of  the  other  areas  selected.  high  point  was  slightly 
behind  with  $2773>  followed  by  lexington  with  $2710,  and  the  remainder  of 
Davidson  County  (less  Thomasville  and  Lexington)  far  behind  all  with  a 

MEDIAN  family  INCOME  OF  ONLY  $2315- 

(  Thomasville  Income  in  1939 

■       From  19^9  to  1959  large  improvement  was  made  in  all  areas.   Table  10 
SHOWS  the  percentage  of  families  in  Thomasville  with  annual  incomes  of  $1000 

OR  LESS  HAD  dropped  TO  ^.1   PER  CENT  AND  IN  THE  REMAINDER  OF  DAVIDSON  CoUNTY 

(less  Thomasville  and  Lexington)  to  S.k   per  cent.   By  1959  only  23-3  pe" 

CENT  OF  THE  FAMILIES   IN  THOMASVILLE,  AND  26.5  ''^R  CENT  OF  THE  FAMILIES   IN 
THE  REMAINDER  OF  DAVIDSON  COUNTY  HAD  ANNUAL   INCOMES  BELOW  $3,000.    ThE  PER- 
CENTAGE WITH  ANNUAL  FAMILY   INCOMES  ABOVE  $6,000  HAD  RISEN  TO  33'7  PER  CENT 

FOR  Thomasville  and  29.6  per  cent  for  the  remainder  of  Davidson  County. 
1        A  comparison  of  median  family  income  shows  that  in  the  decade  from  19^9 
to  1959  Thomasville  experienced  an  increase  of  almost  $2,000.   Thomasville, 

WITH  a  median  family   INCOME  OF  $^769,  WAS  NOW  SECOND  TO  HiGH  Po I  NT  WITH 

$5117^  but  followed  by  lexington  with  $1i6o't  and  the  remainder  of  davidson 
County  wi th  $^581 . 

One  readily  notes  that  far  fewer  families  were  having  to  subsist  on 

1'      INADEQUATE   INCOMES  THAN  WAS  THE  CASE   IN  19^9)   ^ET  ThOMASVILLE,  WITH  A  MEDIAN 
FAMILY  INCOME  $1^00  LESS  THAN  THAT  OF  URBAN  UNITED  STATES,  STILL  HAS  MUCH 
ROOM  FOR  IMPROVEMENT.    iT  SHOULD  ALSO  BE  POINTED  OUT  THAT  THE  GAINS  REALIZED 
1^         WERE,   UNFORTUNATELY,   NOT  AS  LARGE  AS  THE  FIRST  GLANCE  MIGHT  HAVE  US  BELIEVE. 


TABLE  10 


Family  Income  Distribution  for  Thomasv i lle,  Remainder  of 
Davidson  County, *Lex i ngton,  High  Point 


1949 

Rema inder 

income  level 

Thomasv ille 

OF  COUNTY 

Lex  I  NGTON 

High  Point 

PER  CENT 

PER  CENT 

PER  CENT 

PER  CENT 

OF  total 

OF  TOTAL 

OF  TOTAL 

OF  TOTAL 

fami L IES 

FAMIL IES 

FAMIL IES 

FAMILIES 

UNDER  $1 ,000 

9.6 

16.7 

11.1 

9.7 

1,000  TO  1,999 

l6.6 

22.6 

15.6 

18.9 

2,000  TO  2,999 

28.5 

25.9 

26.5 

22,1 

3,000  TO  3,999 
5,000  TO  4,999 

16.0 

l6.6 

19.3 

17-9 

12.5 

8.3 

9.9 

9-3 

5,000  TO  5,999 

7.0 

3-5 

5.5 

5.4 

6,000  TO  6,999 

2.k 

1.6 

3.6 

7,000  TO  9,999 

2.6 

r.4 

2.9 

^•} 

10,000  AND  OVER 

2.H 

•  7 

2.9 

3.4 

INCOME  NOT  REPORTED 

2.k 

3-5 

5.7 

6.6 

PER  CENT  UNDER  500 

k.9 

9.0 

8.3 

5.7 

PER  CENT  UNDER  3,000 

5^.1 

65.2 

53.2 

50.7 

PER  CENT  UNDER  6,000 

90.2 

93-6 

87.9 

83.3 

MEDIAN  FAMILY   INCOME 

$2,781 

$2,315 

$2,710 

$2,773 

( IN  1959  dollars) 

3,^+01 

2,831 

3,314 

3,391 

1959 

UNDER  $1 ,000 

k.^ 

6.4 

6.2 

3-7 

1,000  TO  1,999 

8.1 

7.2 

7.3 

6.0 

2,000  TO  2,999 

11.1 

12.9 

13.1 

11.0 

3,000  TO  3,999 

14.5 

15.2 
i4.3 

13.3 

i4.5 

4,000  TO  4,999 

15.8 

16.7 

13.1 

5,000  TO  5,999 

12.7 

14.3 

11.7 

14.2 

6,000  TO  6,999 

10.7 

11.0 

8.5 

10.6 

7,000  TO  9,999 

13.7 

13.7 

15.2 

15.8 

10,000  TO  24,999 

7.0 

4.6 

6.6 

9.2 

25,000  AND  OVER 

2.3 

.4 

1.4 

1.9 

PER  CENT  UNDER  3>000 

23-3 

26.5 

26.6 

20.7 

PER  CENT  UNDER  6,000 

66.3 

70.3 

68.3 
$4,6o4 

62.5 

MEDIAN  FAMILY   INCOME 

$^769 

$5,581 

$5,117 

•excluding  Thomasville  and  Lexington 
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as  a  result  of  inflation  and  the  accompanying  reduction  in  the  purchasing 
power  of  the  dollar,  approximately  1 /3  of  this  increase  was  wiped  out. 
Returning  to  Table  10,  there  is  at  the  bottom  of  the  table  an  evaluation  of 

THE  19^9  MEDIAN  family   INCOME   IN  TtRMS  OF  1959  DOLLARS.    pROM  THIS   IT  CAN  BE 

seen  that,  in  terms  of  purchasing  power,  the  increase  from  19^9  to  1959  was 
really  $1368,  as  opposed  to  approximately  $2,000  when  measured  in  terms  of 
total  dollars. 

Non-White  Income  in  Thomasville,  19^9-1959 
In  19't9>  22.9  PER  CENT  of  all  non-white  families  had  annual  incomes 
below  $1,999  AND  81.3  PER  cent  had  incomes  below  $3,000.   By  1959  much 
improvement  was  noted  at  which  time  only  7-5  PER  cent  had  annual  family 
incomes  below  $1,000  and  h] .h   per  cent  below  $3,000.   Since  mean  and  median 

FAMILY   INCOME  DATA  WAS  NOT  AVAILABLE  FOR  19'^9>  A  COMPARISON  WITH  1959   IS 
impossible;   however,   per  capita  data   is  available  and   IT  CAN  BE  SEEN  THAT 

per  capita  income  almost  doubled  in  the  ten-year  period. 

While  there  is  no  doubt  that  much  improvement  has  been  made,  there  still 

EXISTS  room  for  a  great  DEAL  MORE.    ThE  WIDE  GAP  IN  INCOME  EXISTING  BETWEEN 
THE  WHITE  AND  NON-WHITE  SEGMENTS  OF  THE  POPULATION   INDICATES  THAT  A  RATHER 
LARGE  PER  CENT  OF  ThOMA S V  I L LE ' S  POPULATION  IS  EXERTING  A  DRAG  ON  THE  LOCAL 

ECONOMY.   It  is  highly  desirable  THAT  Thomasville  work  toward  raising  the 

INCOME  LEVELS  OF  THIS  MINORITY  SEGMENT,  AND,  BY  SO  DOING,  ELEVATE  THE  ECO- 
NOMIC BASE  OF  THE  COMMUNITY,  WHICH  SUBSEQUENTLY  WOULD  SERVE  TO  INCREASE  PUR- 
CHASING POWER,  BROADEN  THE  TAX  BASE,   ETC.,  AND   IN  THE  LONG  RUN  BENEFIT  THE 
ENTIRE  COMMUNITY. 
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TABLE 


Non-White  Family  Income  Distribution 

ThOMASVILLE,   19^*9  AND  1959 


INCOME  LEVEL 


19^9 


1959 


PER  CENT 

OF 

PER 

CENT  OF 

TOTAL  FAMILIES 

TOTAL  FAMILIES 

22.it 

7.5 

33-7 

12.2 

25.2 

21.7 

10.3 

20.9 

3-7 

19.2 

2.8 

k.6 

1.9 

6.9 

— - 

k.k 



1-3 

UNDER  $1  ,000 

1,000  TO  1,999 


2,000  TO  2 

3,000  TO  3 

4,000  TO  k 

5,000  TO  5 
6,000  TO  6 

7,000  TO  7 

8,000  TO  8 

9,000  TO  9 


999 
999 
999 
999 
999 
999 
999 
999 


10,000  AND  OVER 

MEDIAN  FAMILY   INCOME 
MEAN  FAMILY   INCOME 
PER  CAPITA   INCOME 


$571 


1-3 

$3,^12 

3,719 
1,136 


N. A .      -     NOT     AVA I LABLE 


Income  Distribution 

Measures  of  Income 
I  There  are  three  measures  commonly  used  to  measure  income  of  a  given 

AREA.   They  are: 
.      Mean  Family  Income.   The  total  income  of  all  families  divided 

BY  THE  total  number  OF  FAMILIES. 

Median  Family  Income.   The  point  at  which  half  the  families 
HAD  more  and  half  the  families  had  less  income. 

Per  Capita  Income.   The  total  income  of  all  families  and 
individuals  divided  by  the  total  population. 

Chart  5  illustrates  the  above  defined  income  measures  for  Thomasville 

AND  other  selected  areas.   In  comparison  with  Urban  United  States  and  Urban 

North  Carolina,  it  is  seen  that  Thomasville  is  behind  both  in  terms  of  median 

FAMILY   income,  AND  WELL  BEHIND  URBAN  UNITED  STATES   IN  MEAN  FAMILY   INCOME; 

however,  is  slightly  ahead  of  Urban  North  Carolina  in  the  latter  respect. 
A  comparison  with  two  of  Thomasv i lle' s  neighboring  communities  finds  Thomas- 
ville ahead  of  Lexington  in  both  respects,  but  behind  High  Point  in  both. 

A  comparison  of  per  capita  income  shows  Thomasville  to  be  well  behind 
Urban  United  States  and  slightly  behind  High  Point,  but  ahead  of  Urban  North 
Carolina,  Lexington,  and  the  remainder  of  Davidson  County  (less  Thsmasville 
AND  Lexington). 

One  method  used  for  determining  income  distribution  is  to  note  the 

SPAN  between  mean  AND  MEDIAN   INCOME.    A  LARGE  SPAN   INDICATES  AN  UNEVEN  DIS- 
TRIBUTION OF  WEALTH  IN  WHICH  A  LARGE  PER  CENT  OF  THE  TOTAL   INCOME   IS  CON- 
CENTRATED IN  THE  HANDS  OF  A  FEW.    In  CONTRAST,  THE  SMALLER  THE  SPAN  THE  MORE 

equal  the  distribution  of  income. 

This  is  very  important  for  those  with  high  incomes,  as  a  rule,  have  a 

LOWER  propensity  FOR  CONSUMPTION  THAN  DO  THOSE  WITH  LOW  OR  AVERAGE   INCOMES. 
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This  is  not  to  say  that  those  with  large  incomes  spend  less,  for  this  cer- 
tainly IS  not  the  case;  rather,  they  spend  a  smaller  per  cent  of  their  income 
than  do  those  with  low  or  average  incomes. 

For  example,  suppose  sne  family  with  an  annual  income  of  $30>000  spends 
$15,000  AND  INVESTS  $15>000.   Suppose  further  that  another  family  with  an 
annual  income  of  $3,000  spends  $2,800  and  invests  $200.   Obviously,  the  first 
family  spends  a  great  deal  more  money  than  does  the  second;  however,  the 

first  family's  PROPENSITY  TO  CONSUME  IS  MUCH  LOWER  THAN  THE  SECOND  -  50  PER 
CENT  FOR  THE  FIRST  AS  COMPARED  WITH  93-3  ''^^  <^E^NT  FOR  THE  SECOND.  AT  FIRST 
GLANCE  IT  MAY  APPEAR  THAT  THIS  IS  A  DESIRABLE  AND  HEALTHY  CONDITION  FSR  THE 
CITY,  AND  WHEN  CONSIDERING  ONLY  THESE  TWO  FAMILIES  IT  CERTAINLY  IS,  FOR  THE 
FIRST  FAMILY  PLACES  $10,500  M0R£   INTO  THE  LOCAL  ECONOMY  THAN  DOES  THE  SECOND. 

However,  if  the  situation  is  such  that  a  large  percentage  of  the  total  income 
is  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  few,  those  with  low  propensities  to  consume,  it 
can  readily  be  seen  that  a  large  amount  of  the  total  income  would  be  lost 

FROM  THE  LOCAL  ECONOMY.    Th I S   IS  SO  BECAUSE  THOSE  WHO  HAVE  A  LOW  PROPENSITY 
FOR  CONSUMPTION,  AND  THEREFORE  LARGE  AMOUNTS  OF  MONEY  FOR   INVESTMENT,   USUALLY 
HAVE  THEIR  CAPITAL  TIED  UP  IN  OUTSIDE  INTERESTS  AND  ACTIVITIES.    ON  THE  OTHER 
HAND,   IF  A  LARGE  PERCENTAGE  OF  THE  TOTAL   INCOME  IS  RECEIVED  BY  THOSE  WITH  LOW 
OR  AVERAGE   I NC OME S-- T HOSE  WITH  A  HIGH  PROPENSITY  TO  CONSUME--THE  VAST  MAJOR- 
ITY OF   IT  WILL  BE  RAPIDLY  PLACED  IN  THE  LOCAL  ECONOMY  AFFORDING  A  RAPID  CIR- 
CULATION OF   INCOME,  WHICH   IN  TURN   INCREASES  THE  ECONOMIC  ACTIVITY  AND  PROS- 
PERITY OF  THE  COMMUNITY   IN  QUESTION. 

It  SHOULD  BE  STATED  BEFORE  PASSING  THAT  THIS  IN  NO  WAY  HAS  BEEN  A  CRIT- 
ICISM OF   INVESTMENT  OR  AN  ATTEMPT  TO  REDUCE   INVESTMENT.    In  FACT,  WE  NEED 
MORE   INVESTMENT  AND  NEED  IT  BADLY  TO  MEET  THE  DEMANDS  OF  AN  EXPANDING  POPU- 
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LATION.    RaTHERj  this  IS  AN  ATTEMPT  TO  SHOW  THE  PEOPLE  OF  ThOMASVILLE  THE 
NECESSITY  FOR  HAVING  A  REASONABLY  EQUAL  DISTRIBUTION  OF   INCOME   IN  ORDER  THAT 
A  LARGE  MAJORITY  OF   IT  WILL  PINO   ITS  WAY   INTO  THE  LOCAL  ECONOMY  AND  THEREBY 
CREATE  A  SOUND  AND  HEALTHY  ECONOMIC  ENVIRONMENT   IN  WHICH  TO  WORK  AND  LIVE. 
It  should  also  be  borne   in  mind  that  we  have  been  discussing  ONLY  THE 
EFFECT  WHICH  CONSUMPTION  AND   INVESTMENT  PATTERNS  HAVE  UP^N  THE  LOCAL  ECONOMY, 
WITH  NO  THOUGHTS  OR  CONSIDERATION  BEING  GIVEN  TO  THE  NATIONAL  ECONOMY.    IN 
THIS  RESPECT,  OUTSIDE   INVESTMENTS  WILL  CERTAINLY  SERVE  TO  CREATE  NEW  WEALTH 
AND  NEW  EMPLOYMENT*;  ALTHOUGH,   IN  ALL  LIKELIHOOD,   IT  WILL  BE  OF  LITTLE,   IF 
ANY,   BENEFIT  '0  THE  LOCAL  ECONOMY.    On  'HE  OTHER  HAND,  LOCAL   INVESTMENT  WOULD 

be  a  great  help  to  the  home  community.  not  only  would  it,  like  consumption 
spending,  place  money  in  the  local  economy,  but  would  create  new  wealth  and 
new  employment  as  well. 

Unfortunately,  as  is  shown  by  Chart  5>  income  in  Thomasville  is  not 

VERY  EVENLY  DISTRIBUTED.    ThE  GAP  BETWEEN  MEAN  AND  MEDIAN  INCOME   IS  LARGER 
THAN  ANY  OF  THE  OTHER  AREAS  SELECTED  (URBAN  UNITED  STATES,  URBAN  NORTH  CAR- 
OLINA, Lexincon,  High  Point,  and  the  remainder  of  Davidson  County  less 
Thomasville  and  Lexington],  indicating  that  Thomasville  has  the  poorest 
income  distribution  of  the  group. 

On  the  basis  of  the  above  finding,  it  would  appear  to  be  a  safe  assump- 
tion THAT  there  are  MORE  PEOPLE   IN  ThOMASVILLE   IN  THE  HIGH  AND  LOW   INCOME 

brackets  than  there  are  in  the  middle  income  brackets,  indicating  that 
Thomasville  lacks  a  large  middle  class.   Further  evidence  of  this  can  be 

HAD  BY  LOOKING  AT  TaBLE  10  WHICH  SHOWS  THAT  ONLY  39-2  PER  CENT  OF  ThOMAS- 
VILLE'S  FAMILIES  ARE  PRESENT  IN  THE   INCOME  BRACKETS  BETWEEN  $^1 , 000  AND  ^1,000. 


♦This  is  true  only  if  the  investment  is  new,  and  does  not  apply  if  it 

ONLY   involves  A  TRANSFER   IN  OWNERSHIP  OF  EXISTING  WEALTH. 


2i| 


8,000 


7,00  0 


960     INCOME     MEASURES    FOR 
THOMASVILLE     AND 

t  URBAN       U.   S. 

•  URBAN       N.    C. 

•  REMAINDER       OF       DAVIDSON       COUNTY 

•  LEXINGTON 

•  HIGH        POINT 


6,00  0 


5,000 


FAMILY 
INCOME 

MEDIAN 
FAMILY 
INCOME 


4,00  0 


3,00  0 


2,0  0  0 


PER 
CAPITA 


URBAN 
U.  S 


URBAN 
N.  C. 


REM.  OF     LEXINGTON-THOMASVILLE      HIGH 
DAV.  C  0.  POINT 


CHART -5 


As  THE  MIDDLE  CLASS  IS  THE  BACKBONE  OF  THE  COMMUNITY,   IT  WOULD  APPEAR  THAT 
ThOMASVILLE  SHOULD  STRIVE  TO  INCREASE  THE  SIZE  OF  THIS  GROUP. 

EOUCAT  I  ON 

Now,  MORE  THAN  EVER  BEFORE,  THE  VALUE  AND  THE  NECESSITY  OF  EDUCATION 
IS  AT   ITS  HIGHEST  POINT.    ThE  COMPLEX  TECHNOLOGICAL  REVOLUTION  WHICH   IS 
TAKING  PLACE   IN  OUR  MODERN  DAY  SOCIETY   IS  RAPIDLY  PASSING  BY  THE  UNSKILLED 
AND  UNEDUCATED  AND  RENDERING  THEM  OBSOLETE.    Th I S  TREND,  WHICH  IS  RAPIDLY 
CHANGING  THE  ENTIRE  COMPOSITION  OF  THE  AMERICAN  LABOR  FORCE,  WILL  CONTINUE 
AT  AN  ACCELERATED  RATE,  AND  SOCIETY  MUST,   IF   IT  IS  TO  KEEP  PACE,  PROVIDE  THE 
EDUCATION  AND  TRAINING  NECESSARY  TO  MEET  THE  DEMANDS  WHICH  WILL  BE  MADE  UPON 

IT.   Education  is  no  longer  a  luxury,  but  a  dire  necessity. 
f      What  does  all  of  this  mean  to  Thomasville?  Simply  this:   The  higher 
ITS  educational  attainments,  the  more  productive  will  BE  its  labor  force, 

AND  SUBSEQUENTLY,  THE  BETTER  ITS  CHANCES  FOR  ATTRACTING  NEW  INDUSTRY  WHICH, 
IN  TURN,  WILL  RESULT  IN  GREATER  COMMUNITY  GROWTH  AND  PROSPERITY.    ALONG  THIS 

LINE,  Thomasville  and  Davidson  County  have  taken  a  step  in  the  right  direc- 
tion AS  witnessed  by  the  Davidson  County  Industrial  Education  Center  for 

TRAINING   industrial  WORKERS  AND  THE  ThOMASVILLE  BUSINESS  COLLEGE  FOR  TRAIN- 
ING BUSINESS  AND  SECRETARIAL  PERSONNEL. 

How  DO  Thomasville  adults  25  years  and  older  compare  with  other  areas 
IN  regard  to  educational  attainment?  Table  12  shows  that  the  median  school 

years  completed  is  only  8.^  YEARS,  WHICH  INDICATES  THE  ADULT  CITIZENS  OF 

Thomasville  are  not  as  well  educated  as  those  of  Urban  North  Carolina,  Lex- 
ington, High  Point,  or  the  Remainder  of  Davidson  County  (less  Thomasville 
AND  Lexington).   Another  way  of  viewing  educational  attainment  is  to  note 
THAT  IN  Thomasville  only  28.4  per  cent  of  the  adults  have  completed  high 
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school  and  only  6.3  pe "  cent  have  completed  college.   with  the  exception  of 
Davidson  County  (less  Thomasville  and  Lexington),  Thomasville  is  behind  all 

OTHER  areas  selected  IN  THIS  RESPECT  AND  FAR  BEHIND  URBAN  NORTH  CAROLINA 
WITH  kO.f     PER  CENT  HAVING  COMPLETED  HIGH  SCHOOL  AND  9-8  PER  CENT  HAVING 
COMPLETED  COLLEGE.    NOTE  ALSO  THAT  52.0  PER  CENT  OF  ThOMA SV I L LE ' S  ADULT 
POPULATION  HAS  8  YEARS  OR  LESS  EDUCATION  AND  3''*  PEIR  CENT  HAVE  NONE. 

TABLE  12       Educational  Attainment  of  Persons  25  Years  and  Older 
Thomasville  and  Selected  Areas 

urban    thomas-  remainder   lex  i ng-   h i gh 
n.  c. ville   of  county*   ton    point 

%   no  school 
years  completed 
%   e  ight  years 

OR  LESS 

%    ONE  TO  THREE 
YEARS  HIGH  SCHOOL 
%    FOUR  YEARS  H IGH 
SCHOOL  OR  MORE 
%    ONE  TO  THREE 
YEARS  COLLEGE 
%    FOUR  YEARS 
COLLEGE  OR  MORE 


2.5 

3-^ 

2.9 

2.6 

2.3 

39.3 

52.0 

51-3 

ii8.7 

^7.5 

M.h 

16.2 

20.2 

12.7 

i8.6 

40.7 

28.4 

27.1 

31-5 

31.6 

10.2 

6.1 

4.2 

7.^ 

7-9 

9.8 

6.3 

2.8 

6.6 

6.6 

MEDIAN  SCHOOL 
YEARS  COMPLETED 


10.1* 


8.  it 


8.6 


9.^ 


•exclusive  OF  Thomasville  and  Lexington 

Non-White  Educational  Attainment 
Table  I3  shows  that  educational  attainments  of  non-white  adults  in 
Thomasville  are,  in  all  respects,  far  below  those  of  the  white  adults.   Only 

i5.it  PER  cent  have  completed  high  school  and  only  1.7  PER  CENT  HAVE  COM- 
PLETED COLLEGE.   Approximately  6.2  per  cent  have  no  school  years  completed 

AND  62.6  PER  cent  have  completed  8  YEARS  OR  LESS.  ThE  MEDIAN  SCHOOL  YEARS 
COMPLETED  BY  NON-WHITE  ADULTS  IS  7-2  YEARS,  AS  COMPARED  WITH  8.7  YEARS  FOR 
WHITE  ADULTS. 
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TABLE  13   Educational  Attainment  of  Persons  25  Years  and  Older  by  Race 
Thomasville  and  the  Remainder  of  Davidson  County* 

Thomasville        Remainder  of  Davidson  County 


NON-WHITE       WHITE       NON-WHITE 


%    NO  SCHOOL 
YEARS  COMPLETED 

%    t   IGHT  YEARS 
OR  LESS 

%    ONE  TO  THREE 
YEARS  HIGH  SCHOOL 


2.8 

16.3 


6.2 

2.6 

8.3 

62.6 

50.7 

65.5 

15-7 

16.5 

20.3 

I5.i» 

28.0 

9.7 

1.9 

k.k 

1.1 

1-7 

2.9 

•3 

%    FOUR  YEARS  HIGH 

SCHOOL  OR  MORE  31 • 3 

%    ONE  TO  THREE 

YEARS  COLLEGE  7-0 

%    FOUR  YEARS 

COLLEGE  OR  MORE  7-3 


MEDIAN  SCHOOL 

YEARS  COMPLETED  8.7  7-2  8.7  6.6 


•exclusive  of  Thomasville  and  Lexington 

In  explanation  of  the  low  educational  levels  existing  in  Thomasville, 
IT  would  appear  that  a  combination  of  large  pre-graduat I  on  drop-outs,  plus 
out-migration  by  many  of  the  better  educated  constitute  the  primary  factors 
responsible  for  this  condition.   It  can  be  recalled  from  the  section  on 
migration  that  out-migration  bid  occur  in  the  young  productive  age  groups. 
Since  people  usually  leave  one  town  for  another  in  search  of  economic  oppor- 
tunity, and  since  the  better  educated  are  the  ones  most  likely  to  find 
employment,  it  would  seem  reasonable  to  assume  that  many  of  the  better 
educated  were  in  the  group  that  constituted  this  exodus;  and  subsequently, 
caused  the  educational  levels  of  Thomasville  to  be  lower  than  they  would 
have  been,  had  these  persons  remained. 


27  - 


HOUS ING 

ll  According  to  information  obtained  from  the  United  States  Census,  25 
PER  cent  of  the  housing  units  in  Thomasville  are  substandard*.  As  shown 
BY  Chart  6,  this  is  larger  than  any  of  the  other  areas  selected;  however, 

NOT  APPRECIABLY  SO.  In  C OMPA R I  SON , URBA N  NORTH  CAROLINA,  WITH  20.1  PER  CENT, 
has  the  smallest  PROPORTION  OF  SUBSTANDARD  UNITS. 

.  Non-White  Housing  Units 

As  shown  by  Chart  6,  the  quality  of  non-white  housing  in  Thomasville  is 

BETTER  THAN  ANY  OF  THE  OTHER  AREAS  SELECTED.    ALMOST  60  PER  CENT  OF  THE  TOTAL 
NON-WHITE  HOUSING  IS  CLASSIFIED  AS  STANDARD,  AS  COMPARED  WITH  ^+7  PER  CENT 

FOR  THE  Remainder  of  Davidson  County  (less  Thomasville  and  Lexington),  39 

PER  CENT  FOR  LEXINGTON,  AND  53-1  ''E"  CENT  FOR  HiGH  POINT.    DESPITE  THIS 
FACT,  WHITE  HOUSING   IN  THOMASVILLE,  WHICH   IS  79  PER  CENT  STANDARD,   IS  FAR 
SUPERIOR  TO  THAT  OF  NON-WHITE  HOUSING. 

From  Table  ^h,    it  may  be  observed  that  the  median  value  of  Thomasv i lle' s 

OWNER-OCCUPIED  UNITS   IS  BELOW  THAT  OF  THE  STATE  AND  URBAN  NORTH  CAROLINA,   BUT 
THE  SAME  AS  HiGH  PoiNT  AND  SLIGHTLY  ABOVE  DAVIDSON  CoUNTY  (lESS  ThOMASVILLE 

AND  Lexington).   Also  note  that  Thomasville,  with  25. 1  per  cent,  has  a 

SMALLER  PROPORTION  OF  HOUSING  UNITS  VALUED  UNDER  $5jOOO  THAN  DOES  ANY  OF  THE 
OTHER  AREAS  SELECTED,  EXCEPTING  URBAN  NORTH  CAROLINA  WITH  17-5  PER  CENT;  BUT 
ALSO  HAS  THE  SMALLEST  PROPORTION,  1^.3  PER  CENT,  VALUED  IN  EXCESS  OF  $15,000, 

EXCEPTING  Davidson  County  (less  Thomasville  and  Lexington),  which  has  9-1 
PER  CENT.   The  median  value  of  non-white  owner-occupied  housing  units  in 


'Substandard  dwelling  units  are  those  which  are  sound  but  lack  some  plumb- 
ing; OR  are  deteriorating;  or  are  already  dilapidated,  as  defined  by  the 
United  States  Census. 


STANDARD     AND     SUBSTANDARD     HOUSING 

AS     A      PERCENT      OF       TOTAL      DWELLING     UNITS 

FOR       THOMASVILLE      AND      SELECTED        AREAS- 

1960 


THOMASVILLE 


TOTAL 


WHITE 


:::::!:::; 

44  1% 

5  5.9% 

NON  -  WHITE 


REMAINDER       OF 
DAVIDSON      COUNTY 


TOTAL 


WHITE 


NON  — WHITE 


LE  XINGTON 


TOTAL 


WHITE 


NON- WHITE 


HIGH       POINT 


TOTAL 


WHI  TE 


NON-WHITE 


URBAN        N  .  C 


2  0,1   % 


TOTAL 
|;;;;;;':;|  STANDARD 


I  I   SUBSTANDARD 
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Thomasville  is  $'♦,700  with  71-2  per  cent  valued  under  $5,000,  and  only  H.3 
PER  CENT  valued  over  $15,000.   It  appears  that  the  low  values  of  the  non-white 
dwelling  units  are  pulling  down  the  total  median  value  of  Thomasv I lle ' s 
housing  units. 
TABLE  1^  Value  of  Owner-Occupied  Units 

median        ^  under       ^  over 

$5,000 $15,000 

State  of  North  Carolina  $8,000         26.4         I6.8 

Urban  North  Carolina  9,100  I7.5         ^2.5 

Davidson  County 

(Minus  Thomasville  and  Lexington)  7>200         26. k  9-1 

High  Point  7,'tOO         21*. 0         21.8 

Thomasville  7,'+00  21-5  lit.3 

non-white  '+,700  71.2  4.3 


New  Residential  Construction 

Construction  of  new  residential  units  is  an  excellent  indicator  of 
community  growth  and  prosperity.   As  illustrated  by  Table  15,  Thomasville, 

DESPITE  construction  OF  646  NEW  UNITS  FROM  1955  TO  MaRCH,  I96O,  ACTUALLY 
EXPERIENCED  A  DECREASE  PERCENTAGE-WISE  OVER  CONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  PRECEDING 
4-YEAR  PERIOD.    Of  the  TOTAL  RESIDENTIAL  STRUCTURES  IN  THOMASVILLE,  ONLY 
l4.7  PER  CENT  WERE  CONSTRUCTED  BETWEEN  1955  *ND  MARCH,  1 960,  WHEREAS  l4.9 
PER  CENT  WERE  CONSTRUCTED  IN  THE  PRECEDING  4-YEAR  PERIOD  FROM  1950  TO  195'*- 
In  CONTRAST,   17=8  PER  CENT  OF  THE  TOTAL  DWELLING  UNITS   IN  DAVIDSON  COUNTY 

(less  Thomasville  and  Lexington)  were  constructed  from  1950  'o  ^95'',  *nd 

21.6  PER  CENT  FROM  1955  TO  MARCH,   1 96O.    IN  OTHER  WORDS,   IN  ThOMASVILLE  NEW 
RESIDENTIAL  CONSTRUCTION  IS  INCREASING  AT  A  DECREASING  RATE,  BUT  IN  DAVIDSON 
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County  (less  Thomasville  and  Lexington),  it  is  increasing  at  an  increasing 


TABLE  15  New  Residential  Construction 

Thomasville  and  Remainder  of  Davidson  County 


YEAR  structure  BUILT 

*March,    i960   to  April    196^1 
1955   TO  March,    1 960 
1950   TO    I95I+ 
1940   TO   1949 
1939  OR  earlier 


RemA I NDER 

Thomasv 

ILLE 

OF 

COUNTY 

NUMBER 

PER  CENT 

NUMBER 

PER  CENT 

(288) 

(n.a.) 

(n.a.) 

646 

^^.l 

3117 

21.6 

658 

^k.^ 

2566 

17.8 

746 

16.9 

3204 

22.2 

2359 

53.5 

5545 

38.4 

44o9      100.0    14432     100.0 


*not  included  in  total  since  data  not  available  for  the  remainder  of 
Davidson  County 

This  is  probably  due  to  the  fact  that  the  areas  of  Davidson  County 
north  and  northeast  of  Thomasville  are  receiving  the  spill-over  from  High 
Point  and  Guilford  County.   Also  contributing  is  the  general  trend  toward 
suburban  living  on  the  fringe  areas  of  the  urban  community. 

It  will  be  observed  that  new  residential  construction  for  Thomasville 
FROM  March,  1 96O  to  April,  1964  is  also  included;  however,  is  not  included 

IN  THE  computation  OF  THE  TOTAL  OR  THE  PERCENTAGE  OF  UNITS  CONSTRUCTED  EACH 

year  since  the  data  was  not  available  for  the  remainder  of  davidson  county. 
While  a  comparison  of  the  trends  of  each  is  not  possible,  it  can  be  seen 

THAT  NEW  residential  CONSTRUCTION  CONTINUED  TO  INCREASE  AT  A  DECREASING 
RATE. 
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THE  FUTURE  POPULATION 

It  should  be  well  understood  that  the  following  population  projections 
are  not  predictions,  but  calculations  based  upon  past  trends,  and  the  assump- 
tion that  they  will  continue  in  the  future.   there  are  many  complex  factors, 
such  as  the  introduction  of  new  industries,  major  annexations,  etc.,  which 
could  result  in  a  population  far  different  from  the  one  projected.   however, 
despite  the  many  limitations  and  shortcomings  of  these  projections,  they  are 
very  useful  as  guideposts,  and  as  such,  are  of  great  importance  in  the  plan- 
ning process. 

Total  Population  -  Thomasville  and  Davidson  County 

Assuming  that  past  and  present  trends  continue  in  the  future,  Thomas- 
ville SHOULD  HAVE  a  POPULATION  OF  APPROXIMATELY  20,300  PERSONS   IN  1970  AND 
APPROXIMATELY  27,500  PERSONS   IN  1 98O.    AlSO,  THE  FUTURE  POPULATION  WILL  HAVE 
INCREASED  PROPORTIONS  OF  YOUNG  CHILDREN,  YOUNG  ADULTS,  AND  RETIRED  CITIZENS, 
AND  WILL  CONTINUE  TO  HAVE  LARGER  PROPORTIONS  OF  FEMALES  THAN  MALES.    In  1970, 
FEMALES  WILL  ACCOUNT  FOR  5^.2  PER  CENT  OF  THE  ThOMASVILLE  POPULATION;   HOW- 
ever, by  1980  the  percentage  will  decrease  slightly  to  51-0  per  cent  (see 
Table  16). 

The  population  of  Davidson  County  should  increase  to  approximately 

98,900     persons     by     1970,     AND     APPROXIMATELY     122,950     PERSONS     BY     1 98O.  LlKE 

Thomasville,  Davidson  County  can  also  expect  to  have  a  larger  proportion  of 
females  than  males  -  50-7  per  cent  by  1 970>  increasing  to  5o. 8  per  cent  by 

1980. 


31 


THeMASVILLE  NoN-WhITE  POPULATION 

As  SHOWN  BY  Table  17)  the  total  non-white  population  of  Thomasville 
SHOULD  increase  to  approximately  5>200  persons  by  1970  *ND  approximately 
8,550  persons  by  1980.   There  will  be  increased  proportions  of  both  males 

AND  females  between  THE  AGES  OF  0-9,  20-29,  AND  65+,  AS  WELL  AS  INCREASED 
proportions  of  FEMALES  BETWEEN  THE  AGES  OF  i+O-'t^  AND  60-64.    ThERE  WILL  BE 
more  males  THAN  FEMALES  WITH  50-^  PER  CENT  OF  THE  NON-WHITE  POPULATION  IN 

1970  being  males  and  increasing  to  5o. 6  per  cent  in  1 98o. 

Table  i8  shows  the  racial  composition  of  Thomasv i lle ' s  future  popula- 
tion BY  AGE  groups  and  SEX.    NOTE  THAT  ALMOST  ALL  AGE  GROUPS,  BOTH  MALE  AND 
FEMALE,  ARE  EXPECTED  TO  CONTAIN  INCREASED  PROPORTIONS  OF  NON-WHITES.    In 
1970*  26.5  PER  CENT  OF  THE  TOTAL  MALE  POPULATION  AND  2^.8  PER  CENT  OF  THE 
TOTAL  FEMALE  POPULATION  ARE  EXPECTED  T©  BE  NGN-WHITE.    By  I98O,   IT   IS 
EXPECTED  THAT  32.2  PER  CENT  OF  THE  MALES  AND  "^0 .  ^      PER  CENT  OF  THE  FEMALES 

IN  Thomasville  will  be  non-white.   It  is  likewise  expected  that  Thomasv i lle ' s 

POPULATION  will  be  25-6  PER  CENT  NON-WHITE   IN  1970>  *ND  INCREASE  TO  31'1 

per  cent  non-white  by  1 98o. 

Population  by  Social  and  Economic  Groups 

In  ORDER  TO  present  a  more  meaningful  picture  of  the  past  POPULATION 
TRENDS  AND  THOSE  EXPECTED  FOR  THE  FUTURE,  THE  VARIOUS  AGE  GROUPS  HAVE  BEEN 
COMBINED  INTO  FIVE  DISTINCT  GROUPS  ACCORDING  TO  SOCIAL  AND  ECONOMIC  SIMILAR- 
ITIES.  They  are:   the  Pre-School  Group,  the  School  Group,  the  Young  Pro- 
ductive Group,  the  Established  Productive  Group,  and  the  Retired  Group. 
It  is  hoped  that  this  will  enable  the  reader  to  obtain  a  broader  and  more 
practical  view  of  the  changing  complexion  of  Thomasv I lle ' s  population,  and 
subsequently  provide  a  useful  guidepost  upon  which  to  base  future  planning. 
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TABLE  16 


Future  Population  by  Age  Groups  and  Sex,  1970- V 


AOE    GR 

OUPS 

1^                THOMASVILLE                           ^^go 

MALE                                  FEMALE                                    MALE                                    FEMALE 

NUMBLH 

KLK     LLNI 

NUHbLH 

PLH     LLN  1 

NUiHbLH 

HLH     tt.NI        1 

TOTTOTR 

PLF    LtNT 

DISTRI- 

DISTRI- 

DISTRI- 

D 1 STR 1  - 

BUT 1  ON 

BU''  1  ON 

BUT 1  ON 

BUTI ON 

0-k 

1205 

12.2 

109^ 

10.5 

1719 

12.8 

1560 
1416 

11.1 

5-9 

980 

9 

9 

965 
inn 

9o 

^kk^ 

10.7 

10.1 

10-1  4 

1215 

12 

3 

10.7 

1631 

12.1 

i489 

10.6 

15-iq 

20-24 

876 

8 

8 

937 

9.0 

1071 

8.1 

1139 

8.1 

753 

7 

6 

729 

7.0 

1201 

8.9 

1161 

8.3 

25-29 

ni 

5 

7 

665 

6.k 

878 

6.5 

977 

7.0 

3O-3I4 

6 

3 

587 

5.7 

89H 

6.6 

791 

5-7 

ko-kh 

519 

5 

57*+ 

5.5 

593 

k,k 

756 

^.4 

?°5 

5 

8 

610 

5-9 

662 

^.9 

665 

4.7 

145-itq 

9 

656 

6.3 

58i* 

1:1 

659 

^.1 

50-5^ 

kSj 

9 

566 

5.5 

596 

6k6 

4.6 

55-59 

506 

5 

1 

5i*6 

5-3 

667 

5.0 

710 

5.1 

60-64 

3^9 

3 

3 

392 

3.8 

i»ii 

511 

3.6 

654 

687 

^ 

9 

950 

9.1 

1106 

8.2 

1542 

n.o 

TOTAL 

9902 

100.0 

10385 

100.0 

13451+ 

100.0 

4022 

100.0 

TOTAL 

MALE 

AND    FEMALE    -     20,287 

TOTAL    MALE 

AND    FEMALE 

-  27, 

476 

PER 

CENT     FEMALE     -           5^ 

.2 

PER 

CENT    FEMALE 

-      5 

1.0 

PER 

CENT     MALE 

-     m 

.8 

PER 

CENT    MALE 

-       4 

9.0 

DAVIDSON  COUNTY 


0-4 

10-14 
15-19 

20-24 
25-29 
30-34 

40-44 
45-49 
50-54 

DO- 64 
654 


5553 
503^ 
^i84 
4476 
3863 
3291 


2801 
2982 
2906 
2693 
2280 
1600 
3224 

48771 


5207 
4752 
4931 
4433 
4o26 
3524 
3060 
2919 
3112 
2995 
2679 
2438 

l8l2 
4227 


10.4 


7058 
6445 
6341 
S086 
4629 
44s7 
4345 
3469 
3007 
2832 
3048 


2244 

4702 


6615 
6079 
6027 

5030 
4863 
46i6 
4381 
3638 

3163 
3003 
3160 
3081 
2438 
6303 


10.6 

9.6 
8.1 
7.8 
7.^ 

1:1 
1:1 

II 

4.0 
10.1 


100.0 


50115      100.0       60543      100.0       62405      100.0 


TOTAL  MALE  AND  FEMALE 
PER  CENT  FEMALE 
PER     CENT    MALE 


30.7 

*9.3 


TOTAL     MALE     AND    FEMALE     -     122,948 
PER    CENT    FEMALE    -  5O. 8 

PER     CENT     MALE  -  49.2 
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TABLE    17 

Future 

Non-White 

Population   by   Age 

Groups 

AND   Sex, 

1970- 

1980 

Thomasville,    North   Carolina 

19 

[0 

1980 

><ALE 

FEMALE 

MALE 

FEMALE 

AGE    GROUPS 

PER    CENT 

per  cent 

PER    CENT 

PER    CENT 

NUMBER 

DISTR  1- 

NUMBER 

DISTRI- 

NUMBER 

DISTRI- 

NUMBER          DISTRI- 

eUT ION 

BUT 1  ON 

BUT 1  ON 

BUT  1  ON 

0-k 

koj 

15.5 

3^^ 

iit.3 

701 

16.2 

63i4 

15.0 

5-9, 

298 

11 

k 

286 

11.1 

536 

12.it 

515 

12,2 

10-1  it 

374 

lit 

3 

323 

12.5 

599 

13-8 

517 

12.2 

15-19 

20-24 

263 

10 

8 

281 

10.9 

it09 

9.h 

ito6 

3.6 

201 

7 

7 

i8it 

7-2 

it73 

10.9 

itito 

io.it 

25-29 
30-3^ 

125 

it 

8 

153 

5-9 

300 

6.9 

297 

7-0 

162 

6 

2 

161 

6.3 

219 

5.1 

197 

U 

35-39 
I|0-4i* 

131 

5 

0 

127 

U 

139 

3.2 

192 

io4 

3 

9 

loit 

165 

3.8 

186 

it.it 

50-54 

99 

3 

8 

111 

4.3 

156 

h 

153 

3.6 

92 

I 

5 

135 

5.2 

111 

2.6 

131; 

3.2 

55-59 

113 

? 

no 

J+.3 

litO 

3.3 

125 

2.9 

60- 6*1 

^5 

2 

65 

2-5 

79 

1.0 

115 

2.7 

654 

167 

6 

4 

167 

6.5 

303 

7.0 

316 

7.5 

2621 


100.0 


TOTAL  MALE  AND  FEMALE 
PER  CENT  MALE 
PER  CENT  FEMALE 


2575 


5,1! 


50.  H 


100.0 


it330 


100.0 


lt227 


100.0 


TOTAL     MALE     AND    FEMALE     -     8,557 
PER     CENT    MALE  -        50-6 

PER    CENT    FEMALE    -       it9.ii 
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TABLE 


Racial   Composition   of   Future    Population   by  Age   Groups   and  Sex,    1970-1! 
Thomasville,    North  Carolina 


19 

JO 

i9»o 

MALE 

FEMALE 

MALE 

FEMALE 

aGE   groups 

PER 

PER 

PER 

PER 

PER 

CENT 

PER 

CENT 

PER 

CENT 

PER 

CENT 

CENT 

NON- 

CENT 

NON- 

CENT 

NON- 

CENT 

NON- 

WH  1  TE 

WH  1  TE 

WH  1  TE 

WHITE 

WHI  TE 

WHITE 

WHITE 

WHITE 

0-k 

66.2 

it3.8 

66.4 

33.6 

59.2 

4o.8 

59.4 

40.6 

5-9 

69.6 

30.'* 

70.4 

29.6 

62.8 

37-2 

^3 

6 

36.4 

10-U 

69.2 

30.8 

71.0 

29.0 

63.3 

36.7 

n 

I 

34.7 

15-19 

67.7 

32.3 

70.0 

30.0 

61.8 

38.2 

35.6 

20-24 

73-3 

26.7 

74.8 

25.2 

60.6 

39.4 

62 

1 

37.9 
30.4 

25-29 
30-3i( 

77.8 

22.2 

77.0 

23.0 

65.8 

34.2 

69 

6 

7i».o 

26.0 

72.6 

27.4 

75-5 

24.5 

75 

1 

24.9 
2^.4 

7!+. 8 

25.2 

F-9 

22.1 

76.6 

23.4 

7^ 

6 

81.8 

18.2 

83,0 

17.0 

75-1 

24.9 

72 

0 

28.0 

k^-h9 

83.1 

16.9 

83.1 

16.9 

m 

^i-J 

76 

8 

23.2 

50-5^ 

81.1 

18.9 

76.1 

23.9 

i8.6 

11 

I 

20.7 

55-5? 

77.8 

22.2 

79,  Q 

20.1 

79.0 

21.0 

17.6 

6o-6k 

So.  2 

19.8 

24.3 

83  4 

i6.6 

So.  8 

19.2 

11 

5 

22.5 

654 

75.7 

82.4 

17.6 

72.6 

27.4 

79 

5 

20.5 

PER  CENT  OF  197^  MALES  WHITE  -  73-5      PE:R  CENT  OF  1 9o0  MALES  WHITE  -  67.  O 
NON-WHITE  -  26.5  NON-WHITE  -  32-2 

PER  CENT  OF  1970  FEMALES  WHITE  -  75-2   PER  CENT  OF  1 98O  FEMALES  WHITE  -  69-9 
NON-WHITE  -  24.8  NON-WHITE  -  30- ^ 

PER  CENT  OF  1970  POPULATION  WHITE  -  7^-^    PER  CENT  OF  1 98O  POPULATION 

NON-WHITE  -  25.6  WHITE  -  68.9 

NON-WH I TE  -  31 • 1 
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Before  passing,  it  should  be  well  understood  that  these  groups  are  not  TOO 

PER  CENT  ACCURATE,  AND  ARE  ONL'  INTENDED  "^0  GIVE  A  BROAD,  GENERALIZED  PIC- 
TURE. 

Thomasville  Groups 
Table  19  and  Chart  7  illustrate  past  and  future  population  compositions 
according  to  the  above  defined  procedure,  and  show  that  following  an  increase 

IN  THE  PROPORTION  OF  PRE-SCHOOL  CHILDREN  BETWEEN  195^  AND  19^0,  A  VERY  MINOR 
DECREASE  IS  EXPECTED  BY  1970,'  FOLLOWED  BY  ANOTHER  INCREASE  FROM  197^  TO 
1980. 

The  PERCENTAGE  OF  PERSONS  PRESENT  IN  THE  SCHOOL  GROUP  INCREASED  FROM 
19.8  PER  CENT  IN  1950  TO  20.8  PER  CENT  IN  1 96O.    FrOM  1 96O  TO  1970  THE  PRO- 
PORTION IS  EXPECTED  TO  INCREASE  AT  A  DECREASING  RATE  TO  21.1  PER  CENT,  BUT 
FROM  1970  TO  1980  IT  IS  AGAIN  EXPECTED  TO  INCREASE  AT  AN  INCREASING  RATE  TO 
21 .8  PER  CENT. 

The  percentage  of  Thomasv ille' s  population  present  in  the  Young  Pro- 
ductive Group  decreased  markedly  from  3'*"5  ^e:r  cent  in  195^  '^°   28.6  per  cent 
IN  i960.   While  another  slight  decrease  in  the  proportionate  size  of  this 

GROUP  IS  EXPECTED  TO  OCCUR  BETWEEN  1 96O  AND  1970>  AT  WHICH  TIME  28,3  PER 
CENT  OF  THE  POPULATION  WILL  BE  PRESENT  IN  THIS  GROUP,   IT  (S  EXPECTED  THAT 
BETWEEN  1970  AND  1 98O,  THE  TREND  WILL  CHANGE  AND  THE  PROPORTIONATE  SIZE  OF 
THIS  GROUP  WILL   INCREASE  TO  29.5  ''^^     CENT.    ThE  TREND  WHICH  HAS  TAKEN  PLACE 

in  this  group  is  primarily  the  result  of  out- m i gra t i  on j  however,  the  trend 
anticipated  for  1970  and  1 98o  indicates  that  this  exodus  is  expected  to  be 
checked,  and  then  reversed, 

The  Established  Productive  Group  experienced  a  large  increase  during 

THE  decade  from  1950  TO  1 96O;  HOWEVER,  THE  TREND  IS  NOT  EXPECTED  TO  CONTINUE 
INTO  THE  FUTURE.    ThE  PROPORTIONATE  SIZE  OF  THiS  GROUP  IS  EXPECTED  TO 
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FUTURE     POPULATION      AGE       GROUPS 
ACCORDING    TO     SOCIAL    ft     ECONOMIC    SIMILARITIES 
THOMASVILLE        8       DAVIDSON     COUNTY 
1950-1960-  1970-1980 


THOMAS  VI LLE 


1950 


1970 


DAVIDSON        COUNTY 


1950 


1970 


I960 


1980 


I960 


980 


NON-PRODUCTIVE       GROUPS 
^••^f.'j         PRE  -  SCHOOL 
KIW  SCHOOL 

RETIRE  D 


PRODUCTIVE         GROUPS 
I  I         YOUNG       PRODUCTIVE 

^^^^         ESTABLISHED      PRODUCTIVE 

CHART  -     7 


DECREASE  FROM  3^''7  PER  CENT  IN  1 96O  TO  '^'l  ,  6     PER  CENT  IN  1  970>  AND  THEN 
DECREASE  AGAIN  TO  29-3  '^^R  CENT  IN  I98O.    In  OTHER  WORDS,  THE  PROPORTIONATE 
SIZE  OF  THIS  GROUP  IS  DECREASING  AT  AN  INCREASING  RATE.    ThE  REASONS  FOR 
THIS  TREND  CAN  BE  ATTRIBUTED  TO  A  COMBINATION  OF  THREE  FACTORS!    (I)   INCREASED 
BIRTH  RATES  RESULTING  IN  INCREASED  PROPORTIONS  OF  CHILDREN,  (2)   INCREASED 
LIFE  EXPECTANCY  RESULTING  IN  INCREASED  PROPORTIONS  OF  ELDERLY  CITIZENS, 
{3)  OUT-MIGRATION  YEARS  AGO  IN  THE  YouNG  PRODUCTIVE  GROUP  WITH  THE  RESULTS 
THAT  LESS  PEOPLE  ARE  NOW  ENTERING  THE  ESTABLISHED  PRODUCTIVE  GROUP  THAN 
WOULD  HAVE  BEEN  THE  CASE  HAD  THOSE  PERSONS  REMAINED. 

ThL  LARGEST  CHANGE  TAKING  PLACE  IS  THAT  OCCURRING  IN  THE  RETIRED  GROUP. 
In  1950  THIS  GROUP  CONTAINED  ONLY  ^.6  PER  CENT  OF  ThOMASV I LLE ' S  POPULATION, 
BY  i960  IT  CONTAINED  6.2  PER  CENT  OF  THE  POPULATION,  AND  BY  t 98O  IT  IS 
EXPECTED  THAT  9-6  PER  CENT  OF  THE  TOTAL  POPULATION  WILL  BE  PRESENT  IN  THIS 
GROUP.    In  OTHER  WORDS,  BETWEEN  1950  *ND  I98O,   IT  IS  EXPECTED  THAT  THIS  GROUP 
WILL  MORE  THAN  DOUBLE  ITS  PROPORTIONATE  SIZE  RELATIVE  TO  THE  TOTAL  FhOMAS- 
VILLE  POPULATION. 


37 


TABLE  19 

Past  and  Future  Population  by  Age  Groups  According  to 
Social  and  Economic  Similarities 
Thomasville  and  Davidson  County 


THOMASVILLE 

1 

950 

1 

960 

19 

■LPER  CENT 
DISTRI- 
BUT 1  ON 

1980 

NUMBER 

D  1  STR 1  - 

NUMBER 

DISTRI- 
BUTION 

NUMBER 

NUMBER 

DISTRI- 
BUTION 

PRE-SCHOOL 

(0-4) 

SCHOOL 

(5-A) 

YOUNG 

1144 
2203 

10.2 

19.8 

1725 
3153 

11.4 
20.8 

2299 
4274 

11.3 

21.1 

3279 

5977 

11.9 

21.8 

PRODUCT  1 VE 

(15-34)   3844 

ESTABL ISHED 

34.5 

4349 

28.6 

573^ 

28.3 

8112 

29.5 

PRODUCTIVE 

(35-64) 

RET  IRED 
(654) 

3450 
513 

30.9 

4.6 

5018 
945 

33-0 
6.2 

6343 

1637 

31-3 
8.0 

7460 
2648 

27.2 

9.6 

TOTAL 

11154 

100.0 

15190 

100.0 

20287 

100.0 

27476 

100.0 

DAVIDSON 

COUNTY 

PRE-SCHOOL 

(0-4) 

SCHOOL 

(5-14) 

YOUNG 

7341 
12213 

11.8 
19.6 

8802 
17045 

11.1 
21.4 

10760 
19902 

10.9 
20.1 

13673 
24892 

11.1 

20.2 

PRODUCT IVE 
(15-34)     21301 
ESTABL  1  SHED 

34.2 

23413 

29.5 

29556 

29.9 

37415 

30.4 

PRODUCT IVE 

(35-64) 

RETIRED 
(654) 

18035 
3354 

29.0 
5.4 

25186 
5047 

31-7 
6.3 

31217 
7451 

31.6 
7-5 

35963 
11005 

29.3 
9.0 

TOTAL 

62244 

100.0 

79493 

100.0 

98886 

100.0 

122948 

100.0 
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Davidson  County 
In  Davidson  County  the  Pre-School  Group  experienced  a  decrease  in  its 
proportionate  size  between  195^  and  1960,  and  is  expected  to  experience 
another  decrease  between  1 96o  and  1970-   however,  between  1970  *nd  1 98o,  it 
is  expected  to  increase  its  proportionate  size  slightly. 

The  PROPORTIONATE  SIZE  OF  THE  SCHOOL  GROUP  DECREASED  SLIGHTLY  BETWEEN 

1950  *nd  i960,  but  it  is  expected  to  decline  in  the  next  decade  and  then 
increase  slightly  in  the  following  decade  between  1970  and  1  98o. 

From  1950  to  1960,  the  proportionate  size  of  the  Young  Productive  Gr«up 
declined  from  3^-2  per  cent  to  29-5  pe "  cent;  however,  from  1 96o  to  1970  and 
again  from  1970  to  1980  its  size,  relative  to  the  total  population,  is 
expected  to  increase  at  an  increasing  rate. 

The  trends  of  the  Established  Productive  Group  and  the  Retired  Group 
ARE  essentially  the  same  as  those  of  Thomasville.   Again,  as  was  true  with 
Thomasville,  the  most  rapid  change  is  that  occurring  in  the  65  and  over 
group. 
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SIGNIFICANCE  OF  FUTURE  TRENDS 

Basically,  the  future  population  of  Thomasville  will  be  characterized 
by  increased  proportions  of  pre-school,  school  age,  young  productive,  and 
retired  citizens,  with  a  corresponding  decrease  in  the  proportion  of  estab- 
LISHED PRODUCTIVE  CITIZENS.    ThE  FUTURE  POPULATION  WILL  BE  ONE   IN  WHICH  THE 
PROPORTION  OF  PERSONS  ACTUALLY  PROVIDING  SUPPORT  IS  DECREASING,  AND  THE  PRO- 
PORTION OF  THOSE  DEPENDENT  UPON  SUPPORT  IS  INCREASING.    IN  OTHER  WORDS,  THE 
NON-PRODUCTIVE  SEGMENT  OF  THE  POPULATION  IS  GROWING  MORE  RAPIDLY  THAN  IS  THE 
PRODUCTIVE  SEGMENT,  AND  AS  A  RESULT  THE  PRODUCTIVE  MEMBERS  OF  SOCIETY  WILL 
BE  HAVING  TO  PROVIDE  SUPPORT  FOR  MORE  AND  MORE  NON-PRODUCTIVE  MEMBERS.    WiTH 

THIS  IN  MIND,  Thomasville  is  in  an  excellent  position  to  plan  for  the  chang- 
ing NEEDS  AND  DEMANDS  WHICH  WILL  SURELY  ACCOMPANY  HER  EXPANDING  AND  CHANGING 

populat i  on. 
'       Generally  speaking,  the  fact  that  the  population  of  Thomasville  is 
expected  to  almost  double  by  1 98o  indicates  a  need  will  exist  for  increased 
public  services  and  facilities,  i.e.,  water,  sewage,  etc.,  in  order  to  pro- 
vide for  the  wants  and  needs  resulting  from  this  expansion. 

In  PARTICULAR,  THE  CITY  MUST  PREPARE  TO  MEET  THE  DEMANDS  WHICH  WILL  BE 
MADE  UPON   ITS  EDUCATIONAL  SYSTEM  BY  THE  LARGE   INCREASE   IN  SCHOOL  AGE  CHIL- 
DREN.  Also  of  importance  is  the  need  for  expanded  recreational  facilities 

TO  PROVIDE  for  the   INCREASING  PROPORTIONS  OF  BOTH  YOUNG  AND  RETIRED  CITIZENS. 

Furthermore,  it  should  be  of  special  interest  to  retailers  that  as  the 

PROPORTIONS  OF  children  AND  SENIOR  CITIZENS  INCREASE,  THE  DEMAND  FOR  GOODS 

,,   ORIENTED  TOWARD  THESE  SEGMENTS  OF  THE  POPULATION  WILL  LIKEWISE   INCREASE. 

i 

Finally,  the  changing  composition  of  Thomasv i lle ' s  population  will  also 
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RESULT  IN  A  CHANGING  LABOR  FORCEo    IT  WILL  BE  CHARACTERIZED  BY  A  DECREASE   IN 
THE  PROPORTION  OF  THE  ESTABLISHED  PRODUCTIVE  GROUP  (SS'^'t),  AND  AN  INCREASE 

IN  THE  PROPORTION  OF  THE  YOUNG  PRODUCTIVE  GROUP  (l5-3^)"    Th I S  IS  IMPORTANT 
TO  LOCAL  INDUSTRY  IN  THAT  THE  LABOR  FORCE  WILL,  AS  TIME  PASSES,  CONTAIN 

INCREASING  PROPORTIONS  OF  THOSE  PERSONS  WHO  ARE  AT  THEIR  MOST  PRODUCTIVE 
STAGE  OF  LIFE.    ThE  AGE  OF  THE  LABOR  FORCE  IS  ALSO  IMPORTANT  IN  THAT  IT  WILL 
AFFECT  THE  DEMAND  fqr  CARS,  NEW  HOMES,  FURNITURE,  ETC, 

These  are  but  several  of  many  ramifications  which  the  changing  popula- 

TI©N  WILL  EXERT  ON  THE  CITY  OF  ThOMASVILLE.    THEY  ARE  IMPORTANT  IN  THAT  THEY 
SERVE  TO  ILLUSTRATE  THAT  A  CITY  IS  NEVER  STATIC.  BUT  IS  IN  A  CONSTANT  STATE 

OF  FLUX.   These  changes  and  the  resulting  problems  must  be  continually  iden- 
tified AND  PLANNED  for  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  THE  OVERALL  AIMS  AND  NEEDS  OF  THE 
C  ITY. 
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J  THE  ECONOMIC  BASE 

All  towns  and  cities  owe  their  existence  to  some  type  or  types  of 
ECONOMIC  activity.   Many  are  oriented  toward  manufacturing;  some  are  commerce 

AND  distribution  CENTERS,  OTHERS  ARE  CENTERS  OF  GOVERNMENT  AND  EDUCATION. 
The  POINT  TO  be  made   is  that  all  towns  have  certain  types  of  economic  ACTIV- 
ity which  are  basic  to  their  livelihood,  i.e.,  bring  in  new  income  and  make 
possible  their  existence. 

An  Economic  Base  Study  identifies  the  current  sources  of  basic  employ- 
ment AND   INCOME  and  FACILITATES  UNDERSTANDING  OF  ALL  EMPLOYMENT  AND   INCOME 
WITHIN  THE  COMMUNITY.   ThE  PURPOSE  IS  TO  ASSIST  THE  COMMUNITY  IN  QUESTION 
BY  PROVIDING  THE   INFORMATION  NEEDED  FOR  BOTH  PUBLIC  AND  PRIVATE  DECISIONS 
PERTAINING  TO  LOCAL  ECONOMIC  PROBLEMS  BY  PINPOINTING  WEAKNESSES   IN  THE 
community's  economy,  SO  AS  TO  ENLARGE  ECONOMIC  OPPORTUNITIES  FOR  THE  CITI- 
ZENS RESIDING  therein;  AND  SUBSEQUENTLY,  AID  IN  THE   IMPROVEMENT  OF  THEIR 

welfare  and  enable  each  citizen  to  increase  his  or  her  contribution  to 
national  growth. 

This  section  of  the  analysis  attempts  to:   (1)  identify  the  basic  indus- 
tries OF  Thomasville;  (2)  ascertain  the  diversity  and  specialization  of  the 
industrial  base;  (3)  determine  the  stability  of  the  local  economy  by  meas- 
uring THE  sensitivity  of  each  industry  to  cyclical  fluctuations;  and  (h) 

POINT  OUT  local   INDUSTRIES  WITH  THE  BEST  GROWTH  POTENTIAL. 

Basic  and  Non-Basic  Approach 
|;       Essentially,  the  industries  of  a  city  are  divided  into  two  broad  groups, 

1   LOCAL  AND  EXPORT.    Th I S  DICHOTOMY  CATEGORIZES  SOURCES  OF  DEMAND  INTO  WHAT  IS 
known  as  export  and  import  SECTORS.    iF  NECESSARY,  EACH  OF  THESE  SECTORS  CAN 
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BE  BROKEN  DOWN  INTO  COMPONENT  SECTORS.    ThE  ACTIVITIES  OF  THE  EXPORT  SECTOR 
ARE  KNOWN  AS  BASIC   INDUSTRIES,  AND  ARE  THOSE  ACTIVITIES  WHICH  PRODUCE  OR 
DISTRIBUTE  THEIR  GOODS  AND  SERVICES  FOR  EXPORT  OUTSIDE  THE  LOCALIZED  AREA 
OF  STUDY,  AND  AS  A  RESULT  BRING  NEW  MONEY  INTO  THE  CITY.    On  THE  OTHER  HAND, 
THE  ACTIVITIES  OF  THE   IMPORT  SECTOR  ARE  KNOWN  AS  NON-BASIC  OR  SERVICE   INDUS- 
TRIES, WHOSE  GOODS  AND  SERVICES  ARE  MARKETED  AT  HOME  AND  SERVE  ONLY  TO  CIR- 
CULATE EXISTING  INCOME,   They  do  not  export  and  are  completely  dependent  upon 

BASIC   industry  FOR  THEIR  EXISTENCE.    FOR  EXAMPLE,   IMAGINE  A  SMALL  COMMUNITY 
POSSESSING  TWO  MANUFACTURING  PLANTS,  EACH  OF  WHICH  HAS  A  NATIONAL  MARKET 
AND  IS  KNOWN  TO  EXPORT  ALL   ITS  PRODUCTS.    ThESE  TWO  INDUSTRIES  ARE  OBVIOUS- 
ly basic,  for  they  represent  a  perfect  illustration  of  the  above  stated 
definition  of  a  basic  industry.   continuing,  assume  all  retail  trade,  pro- 
fessional, personal,  and  business  services,  etc.,  serve  only  those  workers 
and  their  families  who  are  employed  in  the  above  mentioned  basic  industries. 
These  supporting  activities  would,  by  definition,  be  totally  non-basic;  how- 
ever, AS  it  shall  be  shown  later,  this  is  often  not  the  case. 

From  the  basic  concept  of  Urban  Economic  Analysis,  several  techniques 

HAVE  BEEN  DEVELOPED  FOR  THE  PURPOSE  OF  DETERMINING  WHAT  IS  "BASIC"  AND  WHAT 
IS  "non-basic"  ACTIVITY.    Th I S  IS  EXTREMELY  IMPORTANT  BECAUSE  BASIC   INDUS- 
TRIES, AS  GENERATORS  OF  NEW  INCOME  FROM  THE  OUTSIDE,  MUST  FIRST  BE   IDENTI- 
FIED BEFORE  AN  EVALUATION  CAN  BE  MADE  OF  THEIR  FUNCTIONS  AND  THE  RESULTING 
RAM  I F  I  CAT  I ONS. 

In  THIS  REPORT,  CENSUS  DATA  HAS,  BY  NECESSITY  BEEN  THE  PRIMARY  SOURCE 
OF  INFORMATION.  WHILE  THIS  DOES  IMPOSE  MANY  LIMITATIONS  UPON  THE  MEASURE- 
MENT OF  THE  ECONOMIC  BASE,  IT  PROVIDES  THE  DATA  NECESSARY  FOR  THE  APPLICA- 
TION OF  THE  FOLLOWING  FORMULA.    Th I S   IS  ONLY  ONE  OF  THE  MANY  TECHNIQUES 
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DESIGNED  TO  MEASURE  WHAT  IS  BASIC  AND  WHAT  IS  NO^■-BASIC;  HOWEVER,   IT  GENERALLY 
YIELDS  A  REASONABLY  ACCURATE   IDEA  AS  TO  THE  ACTUAL  NUMBER  OF  BASIC  AND  NON- 
BASIC  workers; 

NUMBER  OF  "basic"  WORKERS  =  El  -  —  El*   WHERE 

FT 

■-'      el  =  local  industry  employment 

et  =  local  total  employment 

el  =  national  industry  employment 

et  =  national  total  employment 

This  formula  measures  the  importance  of  each  industry  within  a  commun- 
ity RELATIVE  to  the  IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  INDUSTRY  TO  THE  NATION  AND  ALSO  ASSIGNS 

to  each  local  industry  a  weight  in  proportion  to  its  size  in  the  community. 
However,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  this  formula  is  not  perfect.   In  the 

FIRST  place,   it  is  BASED  ON  THE  ASSUMPTION  THAT  THE  NATIONAL  EMPLOYMENT  PAT- 
tern is  an  ideal  norm  by  whpch  to  compare  the  local  employment  distribution. 
While  this  fails  to  take  into  consideration  the  advantages  of  local  special- 
ization, THE  national  pattern  IS  AS  "iDEAl"  AS  MAY  BE  OBTAINED.   ANOTHER 
WEAKNESS  OF  THE  FORMULA  IS  THAT  IF  AN  INDUS'^RY   IS  FOUND  TO  BE  COMPLETELY 
NON-BASIC,   IT   INDICATES  THAT  THE  COMMUNITY   IN  QUESTION  CONSUMES  ALL  THE   INDUS- 
TRY produces;  however,  this  is  not  always  true.   If  it  is  kept  in  mind  that 

THE  formula  is  BASED  UPON  THE  ASSUMPTION  ''HAT  THERE  EXISTS  A  UNIFORMITY  OF 
DEMAND,  CONSUMPTION,  AND  PRODUCTIVITY  THR©UGH0UT  THE  NATION,,   IT  CAN  BE  SEEN 
THAT  THE  VARIATIONS   IN  INCOME  LEVELS,  TASTE,  PRODUCTIVITY,  CONSUMPTION  PAT- 
TERNS, AND  MANY  OTHERS,  WHICH  CERTAINLY  00  EXIST  FROM  ONE  COMMUNITY  TO 
ANOTHER,   PREVENT  THAT  WHOCH  IS  LOGICALLY   INDICATED  FROM  ALWAYS  BEING  NECESS- 
ARILY TRUE. 

In  THE  SAME  VEIN,  "HERE  ALSO  IS  THE  PROBLEM  O""  "PRODUCT  MIx".    FoR 


*JoHN  Mo  Mantilla  and  William  K.  Thompson,  "The  Measurement  of  the  Economic 
Base  of  Metropolitan  Areas,"  Land  Economics,  Vol.  XXXI,  No.  3  (August,  1955)' 
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EXAMPLE,   IF  A  COMMUNITY  PRODUCES  AN  OUTPUT  OF  CARS  JUST  SUFFICIENT  TO  MEET 
ITS  OWN  DEMANDS   (aSSUME  THEY  ARE  ALL  THE  SAME  MAKE/,  THE  A F ORE -ME  NT  I  ONE  0 

FORMULA  WOULD  INDICATE  THIS  INDUSTRY  TO  BE  NON-BASIC  AND  WOULD  THEREFORE 
INDICATE  NO  EXPORT  OF  AUTOMOBILES.    3n  REALITY,  THIS  MOST  LIKELY  WOULD  NOT 

BE  THE  CASEo   PrOBAB.Y,  A  LARGE  AMOUNT  OF  THE  LOCALLY  MANUFACTURED  MAKES 

WOULD  BE  EXPORTED  AND  OTHER  MAKES  IMPORTED. 

I       Nevertheless,  ;n  spite  of  the  many  shortcominss  and  limitations,  the 

APPLICATION  of  this  FORMULA  DOES,  AS  A  RULE,  MEASURE  THE  BASICNESS  OF  THE 
INDUSTRIES  OF  A  PARTICULAR  LOCAL  ECONOMY,  AND  WILL  SUBSEQUENTLY  PROVIDE  A 
PICTURE  OF  ThOMASV I LLE ' S  ECONOMIC  BASE  WHICH  IS  SUFFICIENT  FOR  OUR  NEEDS. 

Also  included  is  a  measurement  using  North  Carolina  as  the  "ideal". 

Basic  and  Non-Basic  Employment  in  Thomasville 

Table  20  shows  the  number  of  basic  and  non-basic  workers  in  Thomasville 
IN  1950  *ND  1960  computed  by  the  formula  on  page  h'k.      Upon  examination,  one 
readily  notes  'he  combined  dominance  of  textile  manufacturing  and  the  fur- 
niture, lumber,  and  wood  products  industry  as  the  major  basic  industries. 
Together  they  constituted  96.3^  '"e^"  cent  of  all  basic  employment  in  Thomas- 
ville IN  1950  (51°90  PER  CENT  furniture,  LUMBER,  AND  WOOD  PRODUCTS,  AND 

hh.its  per  cent  textile  mill  products),  and  9^.62  per  cent  of  all  basic 
employment  in  1 96o  (50. 9^  per  cent  furniture,  lumber,  and  wood  products  and 
k'i.sk   textile  mill  productsk   a  situation  sjch  as  this  where  a  city  is 
almost  solely  dependent  upon  two  industries  for  its  livelihood  is  charac- 
terized by  inherent  dangers,   a  further  discussion  of  these  dansers  and  the 
resulting  ramifications  will  follow  in  a  later  portion  of  this  study. 

Besides  the  textile  industry  and  the  furniture,  lumber,  and  wood  pro- 
ducts INDUSTRY,  PRIVATE  HOUSEHOLDS  AND  OTHER  PERSONAL  SERVICE  WORK  ACCOUNTED 
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FOR  96  BASIC  WORKERS  IN  1950-    ' ^  1 960  PERSONAL  SERVICE  WORKERS  WERE  NO 
LONGER  PRESENT  IN  THE  BASIC   INDUSTRY  CATEGORY;  HOWEVER,  APPAREL  AND  OTHER 
FABRICATED  TEXTILES,  AS  WELL  AS  OTHER  DURABLES,  EMERGED  INTO  THE  BASIC 
INDUSTRY  CATEGORY  AND  TOGETHER,  WITH  PRIVATE  HOUSEHOLD  WORKERS,  WHICH 
REMAINED,  ACCOUNTED  FOR  226  WORKERS. 

TABLE  20  Basic  and  Non-Basic  Employment 

Thomasville,  North  Carolina 


1950 

total 

WORKERS 

BASIC     WORKERS 
NUMBER            PER     CENT 

NON-BASIC     WORKERS 
NUMBER        PER    CENT 

FURNITURE,  LUMBER,  AND 
WOOD  PRODUCTS 


TEXTILE  MILL  PRODUCTS 
PRIVATE  HOUSEHOLDS 


OTHER  PERSONAL  SERVICE, 
ENTERTAINMENT,  RECREATION 


ALL  OTHER 

TOTAL 


1,^73 

1,378 

51.90 

95 

3.96 

1,279 

1,181 

ltll.!i8 

98 

k.oQ 

186 

58 

2.18 

128 

5.33 

226 

38 

].kk 

188 

7.83 

1,892 

0 

— 

1,892 

78.80 

5,056 

2,655 

1 00. 00 

2,401 

100.00 

FURNITURE,  LUMBER,  AND 
WOOD  PRODUCTS 

TEXTILE  MILL  PRODUCTS 

APPAREL  AND  OTHER 
FABRICATED  TEXTILES 

OTHER  DURABLES 

PRIVATE  HOUSEHOLDS 

ALL     OTHER 

TOTAL 


1,668 

1,561 

50.98 

107 

3.06 

1,370 

1,275 

k).6k 

95 

2.72 

259 

ii^3 

h.6f 

116 

3.32 

157 

20 

.65 

137 

3.92 

255 

63 

2.06 

192 

5. 1*9 

2,848 

0 

— 

2,8i<8 

81.I49 

fe,557 

3,062 

100.00 

3,^95 

100.00 

-  1+6 


The  "Multiplier"  Effect  of  Basic  Employment 

In  conjunction  with  the  preceding  concept,  it  would  be  logical  to  go 

further  and  say  that  each  basic  worker  is  directly  creating  employment  for, 

and  subsequently,  indirectly  supporting,  a  certain  number  of  non-basic  or 

SERVICE  WORKERS.    To  CARRY  TH;s  A  STEP  FURTHER,   IT  WOULD  BE  FEASIBLE  TO  SAY 
THAT  TOGETHER  THEY  ARE  SUPPORTING  A  GIVEN  NUMBER  OF  THE  POPULATION. 

In  1950  THIS  RELATIONSHIP  FOR  ThOMASVILLE  MAY  BE  STATED  AS  FOLLOWS: 


AS  A  RAT  I  0: 


POPULAT ION 

NON-BASIC  EME.OYMEN-" 
BASIC  EMPL0'<'MENT 


POPULAT  I  ON 

NON-BASIC  EMPLOYMENT 

BASIC  EMPLOYMENT 


n,i5ii 
2,i^01 
2,655 


ij.20 

.90 

1.00 


In  i960  THE  ABOVE  RELATI0NSH;P  BETWEEN  EMPLOYMENT  AND  POPULATION  WAS: 


AS  A  RATIO: 


POPULAT ION 

NON-BASIC  EMPLOYMENT 
BASIC  EMPLOYMENT 


POPULAT ION 

NON-BASIC  EMPLOYMENT 

BASIC  EMPLOYMENT 


15,190 

3,^95 
3,062 


k.s6 
i.iH 
1.00 


Note  that  in  1 960  each  basic  worker  created  employment  for  ^.'\k   non- 

BASIC  WORKERS  AND  TOGETHER  THESE  TWO  WERE  SUPPORTING  ^.96  PERSONS.  IT  THERE- 
FORE logically  FOLLOWS  THAT  IF  THE  SAME  RELATIONSHIP  HOLDS  true,  THE  ADDITION 
OF  EACH  NEW  BASIC  WORKER  WOULD  INCREASE  THE  POPULATION  BY  ALMOST  5  PERSONS. 

(N  COMPARISON,  NOTE  THA'   IN  195*^  EACH  BASIC  WORKER  CREATED  EMPLOYMENT  FOR 
ONLr  .90  NON-BASIC  WORKERS  AND  TOGETHER  THEY  SUPPORTED  ONLY  4.20  PERSONS, 

INDICATING  AN  INCREASE   IN  BOTH  RESPECTS  FOR  I96O. 
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DSVERSinCATION  AND  SPECIALIZATION 
Tables  21  and  26  further  illustrate  the  inference  made  in  the  preceding 

SECTION  REGARDING  THE  LACK  OF  D I VE RS I F 1 C A T I BN  OF  ThOMA S V  I L LE ' S  ECONOMIC  BASE. 

As  SHOWN  BY  Table  21,  57-0  Of"  '■'"E  total  employment  in  196O  was  engaged 

IN  MANUFACTURING  ACTIVITY,  AND  FURTHERMORE,  TaBLE  26  SHOWS  THAT  kk . 66     PER 
CENT  OF  THIS  FIGURE  WERE  ENGAGED  IN  LUMBER,  FURNITURE,  AND  WOOD  PRODUCTS 
AND  36.68  PER  CENT  OF  THIS  FIGURE  WERE   IN  TEXTILE  MANUFACTURING.    TOGETHER, 
THESE  TWO  AREAS  OF  ECONOMIC  ENDEAVOR  ACCOUNTED  FOR  8I  .  3^  PE^"  CENT  OF  TOTAL 
MANUFACTURING  EMPLOYMENT.    WHEN  CONSIDERING  THAT  MOST  OF  THE  REMAINING  TYPES 
OF   INDUSTRY  ARE  TO  VARYING  DEGREES  DEPENDENT  UPON  THE  MANUFACTURING   INDUSTRY, 
THE  GRAVITY  OF  THE  SITUATION  AND  THE  NEED  FOR  IMPROVEMENT  BECOMES   INCREAS- 
INGLY EVIDENT.   Moreover,  both  the  textile  and  the  furniture  industry  are 

DECLINING  NATIONALLY  IN  EMPLOYMENT  AND  THESE  TRENDS  ARE  EXPECTED  TO  CONTINUE 
IN  THE  FUTURE.    WiTH  THIS  IN  MIND,  ThBMASVILLE  COULD  WELL  AFFORD  A  CLOSE 
EXAMINATION  OF   ITS  FUTURE  GROWTH. 


TABLE  21 


Employment  Distribution  by  Types  of  Industry 
Thomasvjlle,  i960 


1950 


AGRICULTURE,  FORESTRY,  FISHERY 

MANUFACTUR I NG 

Ml N I NG 

CONSTRUCT  I  ON 

TRANSPORTAT I  ON 

COMMERCE 

PERSONAL  SERVICE 

PROFESS  I ONAL 

OTHERS  OR  NOT  GIVEN 


TOTAL 


.k 

.2 

59.6 

57.0 

l^.o 

2.8 
15.9 

3-J 
2.6 

18.  ii 

8.2 
8.k 

7.0 
^.8 

■1 

2-5 

100.0 


100.0 


-  k8 


Index  of  Local  Specialization 

Tables  22  and  23  present  indexes  of  specialization  of  Thomasv ille' s 

INDUSTRY  as  compared  WITH  NORTH  CAROLINA  AND  THE  UNITED  STATES  FOR  195^  AND 

1960.   The  formula*  with  which  these  indexes  w^re  computed  is  merely  a  varia- 
tion OF  the  one  used  to  calculate  the  number  of  basic  workers.   The  index  is 

INTERPRETED  AS  FOLLOWS:  AN  INDEX  GREATER  THAN  1.00  INDICATES  THAT  THE  LOCAL 
INDUSTRY  EXCEEDS  THE  STATE  OR  NATIONAL  AVERAGE,  DEPENDING  UPON  THE  AREA  WITH 
WHICH  IT  IS  BEING  COMPARED.  An  INDEX  LESS  THAN  1.00  INDICATES  THE  INDUSTRY 
TO  BE  UNDER-DEVELOPED  RELATIVE  TO  THE  INDUSTRY'S  POSITION  IN  THE  LARGER  COM- 
PARABLE UNIT.  An  INDEX  OF  1.00  INDICATES  AVERAGE  SPECIALIZATION.  FOR  EXAM- 
ple, in  i960  furniture,  lumber,  and  wood  products  had  an  index  of  13-75- 
When  compared  with  the  United  States  this  indicates  that  this  industry  is 

MUCH  more  specialized  and  MORE   IMPORTANT  TO  ThOMASVILLE  THAN  IT   IS  TO  THE 

United  States.   In  contrast,  in  I960  communications  had  an  index  of  .39> 
indicating  a  lack  of  specialization  relative  to  the  industry's  position  in 

THE  NAT  I  on. 

The  main  purpose  of  Tables  22  and  23  is  not  to  illustrate  that  Thomas- 

VILLE  specializes  IN  CERTAIN  TYPES  OF  INDUSTRIES;  CERTAINLY  MOST  OF  US  WERE 
already  AWARE  OF  THIS.    RATHER,   ITS  IMPORTANCE  LIES  IN  THE  FACT  THAT  IT  POINTS 
OUT  INDUSTRIES  WITH  THE  MOST  FAVORABLE  GROWTH  POTENTIAL. 


INDEX  OF  LOCAL  SPECIALIZATION: 


El 
ET 


WHERE 

El  =  LOCAL   INDUSTRY  EMPLOYMENT 

ET  =  LOCAL  TOTAL  EMPLOYMENT 

El  =   INDUSTRY  EMPLOYMENT  OF  LARGER  UNI" 

(N.   C.   OR  U.   S.) 
ET  =  TOTAL  EMPLOYMENT  OF  LARGER  UNIT 
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TABLE  22 


Index  of  Specialization  of 


Thomasville  Industries  -  1950 


PER  CENT  OF  total 

employment 

thomasville    n.c. 


I NDEX  :   1  .00 
THOMASV I LLE 


CONSTRUCTION  ^.03 

FURN.   LUMBER,  &  WOOD  PRODUCTS  29- H 

PR IMARY  METALS  0.  12 

FAB.  METALS  (iNCL.  NOT  SPEC.)  O.lH 

MACHINERY  (eXCL.  ELEC.)  0.20 

ELEC.  MACH.  EQU  I  P.  &  SUPPLIES  0.  1 't 

MOTOR  VEHICLES  &.    EQUIPMENT  0.02 

OTHER  TRANSPORTATION  EQUIP.  0. 06 

OTHER  DURABLES  1 . 60 

FOOD  AND  KINDRED  PRODUCTS  0-79 

TEXTILE  MILL  PRODUCTS  25-29 

APPAREL  &  OTHER  FAB.  TEX.  1.05 

PRINT.,  PUB.,  &.    ALLIED  PROD.  0.69 

CHEMICAL  &  ALLIED  PRODUCTS  0.22 

OTHER  NON-DUR.   (iNCL.   NOT  SPEC.)  0.l8 

RAILROAD  &  RAILWAY  EXPRESS  0.55 

TRUCKING   (sEMI  &  WHSE.)  O.kk 

OTHER  TRANSPORTATION  0.^*9 

COMMUNICATIONS  0.^9 

UTILITIES  &.  SAN,,   SERVICE  0.8l 

WHOLESALE  ^-03 

ALL  RETAIL  12.18 

FIN.,   INS.,  &.  REAL  ESTATE  1.^8 

BUS.  &  REP.  SERVICE  ^ ° ^3 

PRIVATE  HOUSEHOLDS  '^,68 

OTHER  PER.  SERV.  ,  ENT.^  &  REC.  k.k'] 

ALL  EDUCATION  2.69 

HOSPITALS  &  OTHER  PROF.  3'72 

PUBLIC  ADMINISTRATION  1  .  96 

AGRICULTURE,  FORESTRY,  FISHERIES  0.4^* 

M I N I NG 

OTHERS  OR  NOT  GiVEN  0. 67 


^^H     BELOW  AVERAGE  SPECIALIZATION 

1.00      AVERAGE  SPECIALIZATION 

1.25      ABOVE  AVERAGE  SPECIALIZATION 
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TABLE  23 


Index  of  Specialization  of 
Thomasville  Industries  -  1 9( 


PER  CENT  OF  total 

employment 

thomasville     N.C. 


INDEX  =  1.00 
THOMASV I LLE 


CONSTRUCTION  3-39 

FURN. ,  LUMBER,  &  WOOD  PRODUCTS  23-^5 

PRIMARY  METALS  

FAB.   METALS   (iNCL.   NOT  SPEC.)  0.12 

MACHINERY  (eXCL.  ELEC.)  0.  38 

ELEC.MACH. EQU IP.  &  SUPPLIES  0.  58 

MOTOR  VEHICLES  &  EQUIPMENT  O.I8 

OTHER  TRANSPORTATION  EQUIP.  

OTHER  DURABLES  2-39 

FOOD  AND  KINDRED  PRODUCTS  1 . O8 

TEXTILE  MILL  PRODUCTS  20.91 

APPAREL  &.  OTHER  FAB.   TEX.  3' 95 

PRINT.,  PUB.,  &.    ALLIED  PROD.  0-52 

CHEMICAL  AND  ALLIED  PRODUCTS  0. 38 
OTHER  NON-DUR.   (iNCL.   NOT  SPEC.)    1.0^ 

RAILROAD  &  RAILWAY  EXPRESS  0.  1  8 

TRUCKING  (semi  &  WHSE.)  0.95 

OTHER  TRANSPORTATION  0.26 

COMMUNICATIONS  0.  7^ 

UTILITIES  &.  SAN.   SERVICE  Q.kk 

WHOLESALE  1.64 

ALL  RETAIL  13-08 

FIN.,   INS.,  &  REAL  ESTATE  2.85 

BUS.  &  REP.  SERVICE  O.87 

PRIVATE  HOUSEHOLDS  3-89 

OTHER  PER.  SERV.,  ENT.,  &  REC.  3-09 

ALL  EDUCATION  2.91 

HOSPITALS  &.    OTHER  PROF.  I+.56 

PUBLIC  ADMINISTRATION  ^•37 
AGRICULTURE,   FORESTRY,   FISHERIES    O.I8 

M  I  N  I  NG  0.  06 

OTHERS  OR  NOT  GIVEN  2.5^ 


6.12 

5.90 

5.02 

1.6^ 

0.19 

1.89 

0.42 

2.00 

0.80 

2.43 

1.57 

2.30 

0.10 

1.30 

0.23 

1-51 

0.8' 

2.12 

2.0§ 

2.82 

13.81 

1.48 

2.10 

1.79 

0.81 

1-77 

0.84 

1.34 

2.94 

2.70 

0.72 

1.46 

1.49 

i.4i 

0.68 

1-37 

0.80 

1.27 

0.95 

1.39 

2.72 

3.42 
14.82 

13.30 

2.66 

4.17 

1.72 

2.49 

^•77 

2.97 

3.35 

3.78 

5.06 

5-25 

4.59 

6.47 

3.10 

4.96 

12.96 

6.73 

0.22 

1.01 

3.07 

4.03 

0.55 

5.07 

0.29 
0.48 

0.37 
1.80 

z'.m 
0.52 

1.51 
1.88 


0.06 

0.16 
0.25 

0.1-4 


0.38 

i4.i3 
2.21 


0.64 

0.29 

0.45 

0.28 

0.35 

0.39 

0.25 
0.64 

0.12 

0.67 

0.38 

0.19 

0.95 

0.46 

0.60 
0.32 

0.60 

0.48 

0.98 

0.88 

1.07 

0.68 

0.^1 

0.35 

0.51 

0.35 

0.82 

1 .31 

0.92 

0.82 

0.58 

0.55 

°o.lt 

0.70 
0.28 

0.01 

0.03 

0.27 

0.06 

0.83 

0.63 

^^^    BELOW  AVERAGE  SPECIALIZATION 

1.00      AVERAGE  SPECIALIZATION 

1.25      ABOVE  AVERAGE  SPECIALIZATION 


For  the  purpose  of  comparison,  the  United  States  and  North  Carolina, 

TO  A  LIMITED  EXTENT,  WILL  BE  USED  AS  THE  "iDEAl"  STANDARDS  BY  WHICH  TO  CAL- 
CULATE THE  SPECIALIZATION  OF  ThOMA S V  I L LE ' S  INDUSTRIES,  AND  SUBSEQUENTLY, 
DETERMINE  WHICH  OFFER  THE  BEST  OPPORTUNITY  FOR  FUTURE  GROWTH  AND  DEVELOP- 
MENT.  While  this  is  not  a  perfect  standard,  it  is  adequate  and  provides 
us  with  acceptable  data. 

Specialization  and  Growth  Potential  of  Thomasville  Industries 

As  A  rule,  THE   industrial  GROWTH  POTENTIAL  ©F  A  CITY  IS  GENERALLY 
THOUGHT  TO  I NCLUDE  ONLY  THOSE   INDUSTRIES  ENGAGED  IN  MANUFACTURING.    ThiS, 
HOWEVER,   IS  A  fallacy;   and,   in  fact,  MANY  NON-MANUFACTURING   INDUSTRIES  ARE 
EQUALLY  AS  BASIC  AS  SOME  OF  THE  MANUFACTURING  ONES.    Th I S  IS  TO  SAY  THAT 
THEY  EXPORT  THEIR  GOODS  AND  SERVICES,  AND  SUBSEQUENTLY,  BRING  "nEW  MONEY" 

into  the  city.   as  an  example,  the  establishment  of  a  community  college 

most  likely  would  result  in  making  the  otherwise  non-basic  industry  of 

education  a  good  basic  industry. 

Relative  to  the  State,  Thomasville  in  1 960  specialized  in  (see  Table 
23): 

--FURNITURE,  lumber,  AND  WOOD  PRODUCTS 

--MOTOR  VEHICLES  AND  EQUIPMENT 

--OTHER  DURABLES 

--TEXTILE  MILL  PRODUCTS 

--APPAREL  AND  OTHER  FABRICATED  TEXTILES 

--FINANCE,   INSURANCE,  AND  REAL  ESTATE 

The  FOLLOWING  ARE  INDUSTRIES  IN  WHSCH  THOMASVILLE   IS  APPROACHING 

SPECIALIZATION   IN  RELATION  tq  NORTH  CAROLINA: 

--PRINTING,  PUBL;SHING,  AND  ALLIED  PR9DUCTS 

--TRUCK  I NG 

--COMMUN I  CAT  I ONS 

--ALL  RETAIL* 

--WHOLESALE  TRADE 

--PRIVATE  HOUSEHOLDS 


INDUSTRIES  WHICH  WERE  SPECIALIZED  IN  195^ 
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--"other"  personal  services,  entertainment  and  recreation* 
--hospitals  and  other  professions 

When  indexes  are  computed  in  relation  to  the  United  States  for  I96O, 

Thomasville  specialized  in: 

--furniture,  lumber,  and  wood  products 

—  other  durables 
--textile  mill  products 

--apparel  and  other  fabricated  textiles 
--private  households 

The  FOLLOWING  Thomasville  industries  are  approaching  specialization 

IN  relation  to  the  United  States: 

--truck  ing 

--commun i  cat  ions 

— all  retail 

--finance,  insurance,  and  real  estate 

— "other"  PERSONAL  SERVICES,  ENTERTAINMENT,  AND  RECREATION 

—  HOSPITALS  AND  OTHER  PROFESSIONS 

It  may  be  CONCLUDED,  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THE   INDEXES  OF  SPECIALIZATION, 
THAT  ALTHOUGH  THOMASVILLE  PRESENTLY  LACKS  A  HIGHLY  DIVERSIFIED  ECONOMIC 
BASE,  THERE  ARE  SEVERAL  INDUSTRIES  WHICH  HAVE  GOOD  GROWTH  POTENTIAL  AS 
BASIC   INDUSTRIES.    ThOSE   INDUSTRIES  WHICH  ARE  EITHER  SLIGHTLY  SPECIALIZED 

or  those  which  are  approaching  specialization,  in  relation  to  both  north 
Carolina  and  the  United  States,  appear  to  be  the  best  prospects  as  far  as 

GROWTH  POTENTIAL   IS  CONCERNED.    ThEY  ARE  AS  FOLLOWS: 

--APPAREL  AND  FABRICATED  TEXTILES 

—  TRUCK  I NG 

— COMMUN ICAT IONS 

--WHOLESALE  TRADES 

— ALL  RETAIL 

--FINANCE,   INSURANCE,  AND  REAL  ESTATE 

--PRIVATE  HOUSEHOLDS 

— "other"  personal  SERVICES,  ENTERTAINMENT,  AND  RECREATION 

--HOSPITALS 

--OTHER  DURABLES 


INDUSTRIES  WHICH  WERE  SPECIALIZED  IN  195^ 
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TABLE  2k  Employment  by  Industry  for  Thomasville 

1950,  i960 


1950 

i960 

PER  CENT 
CHANGE 

TOTAL  EMPLOYED 

5,056 

6,557 

29.69 

MANUFACTUR 1 NG 

3,015 

3,735 

23.88 

LUMBER,  FURNITURE 

1,^+73 

1,668 

13.24 

PRIMARY,  FABRICATED  METALS* 

13 

8 

3B.k6 

MACHINERY,  EXCL.  ELECTRICAL 

10 

2S 

1 50. 00 
i(l[2.85 

ELECTRIC  MACHINERY 

7 

38 

MOTOR  VEHICLES 

1 

12 

1100.00 

OTHER  TRANSPORTATION,  EQUIPMENT 

3 



-  100.00 

OTHER  DURABLES 

8i 

157 

93.82 

FOOD 

iio 

71 

77-50 

TEXTILE 

1,279 

1,370 

oZ-^^ 

APPAREL 

53 

259 

386. 67 

PRINT ING 

35 

-   2.86 

CHEM 1 CAL 

11 

25 

127.27 

OTHER  NON-DURABLES  AND  NOT  SPEC. 

9 

68 

655-55 

CONSTRUCT  I  ON 

TRANSPORTAT I  ON 
RA  I  LRAOD 
TRUCK  I NG 

OTHER  TRANSPORTATION 
COMMUN I  CAT  I ONS 
UTILITIES 

COMMERCE 

WHOLESALE 

ALL  RETAIL 

F I  NANCE 

BUSINESS  AND  REPAIR  SERVICE 

PERSONAL  SERV  I  CE 

PRIVATE  HOUSEHOLD 

OTHER  PERSONAL,  HOTEL,  ENTERTAINMENT 

PROFESS lONAL 

ALL  EDUCATION 

MEDICAL,  HOSPITAL,  OTHER  PROFESSIONS 

PUBLIC  ADMINISTRATION 

AGRICULTURE,  FORESTRY,  FISHERY 

M I N I NG 

OTHER  OR  NOT  GIVEN 

'primary  METALS 
FABRICATED  METALS 


20I+        222        8.82 


^k^ 

170 

20-57 

28 

12 

-  57- iH 

22 

62 

181.82 

25 

17 

-  32.00 

?5 

50 

100.00 

it! 

29 

-  29.27 

805 

1,209 

50.18 

52 

io8 

107.69 

616 

S^^ 

39.12 

75 

187 

i%-33 

62 

57 

-   8.07 

1*12 

it58 

11.17 

186 

255 

37.10 

226 

203 

-  10.18 

423 

580 

37.12 
io.kk 

136 

191 

188 

299 

59.oit 

99 

90 

-   9-09 

22 

12 

-  45.46 

— 

k 

400.00 

3h 

167 

391.17 

6 



-  100.00 

7 

8 

i4.29 
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In  closing,  it  should  be  stated  that  these  are  not  dogmatic  recommenda- 
tions; BUT  RATHER  AN  ATTEMPT  TO  GIVE  ThOMASVILLE  AN  IDEA  OF  THE  INDUSTRIES 
WHICH,  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THEIR  PRESENT  DEGREE  OF  SPECIALIZATION,   IT  SHOULD 
ENDEAVOR  TO  ATTRACT  AS  BASIC   INDUSTRIES   IN  ORDER  TO  DIVERSIFY  THE  LOCAL 

ECONOMY.   Indeed,  several  have  definite  disadvantages  which  should  be  care- 
fully CONSIDERED  ALONG  WITH  THE  ADVANTAGES  AND  RELATED  TO  THE  OVERALL  ECON- 
OMIC COMMUNITY.   Along  this  line,  three  questions  which  should  always  be 
asked  when  considering  a  particular  industry  are!   (l)  how  sensitive  is  it 
to  the  fluctuations  of  the  national  business  cycle,  (2)  what  is  its  growth 
potential,  and  (3)  does  it  provide  predominately  male  employment? 

Thomasville  Employment  Stability 

Table  2H  shows  employment  trends  by  types  of  industry  from  1950  '''O 
i960.   During  this  period  of  time  total  employment  in  Thomasville  increased 
BY  29.69  PER  CENT.   Significant  growth  wAs  made  in  practically  all  areas  of 

MANUFACTURING  AND  COMMERCE.    ThE  MOST  NOTICEABLE  LOSSES  PERCENTAGEWISE 
OCCURRED  IN  AGRICULTURE,  OTHER  TRANSPORTATION  EQUIPMENT,  RAILRAODS,  UTILI- 
TIES, AND  OTHER  TRANSPORTATION.    HOWEVER,  NUMERICALLY  THESE  LOSSES  INVOLVED 
RELATIVELY  FEW  PEOPLE  (nOTE  OTHER  TRANSPORTATION  EQUIPMENT  WHICH  LOST  ONLY 

3  persons  but  experienced  a  100  per  cent  decline). 

Sensitivity  of  Thomasville  Industry  to  National  Business  Cycle 

Table  25  classifies  each  of  Thomasv i lle ' s  existing  and  non-agriculture 
industries  according  to  its  sensitivity  to  changes  in  the  national  business 
cycle.   It  SHOWS  ^9-75  p^"  cent  of  total  employment  to  be  in  those  industries 
which  are  markedly  sensitive  to  national  fluctuations  and  1.32  PER  cent  to 
BE  in  those  h ighly  sensitive.   If  we  combine  these  two  groups,  we  find  that 
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TABLE  25 


I NDUSTRY 


Sensitivity  of  Non-Agricultural  Industries  to  Change  in 
National  Business  Cycle  -  Thomasville,  N.  C. ,  1960 


PER  cent  of 
thomasville  employment 


Group  I   (highly  insensitive) 

TRUCKI NG 
COMMUN I  cat  I ONS 
UT  ILIT lES 
EDUCAT I  ON 

MEDICAL  AND  OTHER  PROFESSIONS 
PUBLIC  ADMINISTRATION 
TOTAL 

Group  II  (markedly  insensitive) 

FOODS 

PRINTING,  PUBLISHING,  AND  ALLIED  PRODUCTS 
BUSINESS  AND  REPAIR  SERVICES 
FINANCE,   INSURANCE,  AND  REAL  ESTATE 
TOTAL 

Group  ill  (average  sensitivity) 

APPAREL  AND  OTHER  FABRICATED  TEXTILES 
CHEMICAL  AND  ALLIED  PRODUCTS 
RAILROAD  AND  RAILWAY  EXPRESS 
WHOLESALE 
ALL  RETAIL 
PRIVATE  HOUSEHOLDS 

OTHER  PERSONAL  SERVICE,  ENTERTAINMENT,   REC. 
TOTAL 

Group  IV  (markedly  sensitive) 

FURNITURE,  LUMBER,  AND  WOOD  PRODUCTS 
TEXTILE  MILL  PRODUCTS 
CONSTRUCTION 
TOTAL 

Group  V   (highly  sensitive) 

ELECTRIC  MACHINERY,  EQUIPMENT  AND  SUPPLIES 
FABRICATED  METALS 
MACHINERY   (eXCL.   ELECTRIc) 
MOTOR  VEHICLES  AND  EQUIPMENT 
M I N I NG 

TOTAL 
TOTAL 

AGRICULTURE,  FORESTRY,  FISHERIES 

"other"  AND  NOT  CLASSIFIED 

GRAND    TOTAL 


.76 

Ah 
2.91 
k.36 


1.08 
.52 

2]  8^ 


3.95 

■i 

1.64 

13.08 

3.89 

3-09 


25.115 

20.91 

3-39 


10.99 


5.32 


26.21 


^9.75 


1.32 
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50.07  PER  CENT  OF  TOTAL  EMPLOYMENT  RESIDES  WITHIN  THESE  TWO  CLASSIFICATIONS. 
In  CONTRAST,  ONLY  10.99  PER  CENT  OF  TOTAL  EMPLOYMENT  IS  H IGHLY  INSENSITIVE, 
AND  ONLY  5-32  PER  CENT  MARKEDLY   INSENSITIVE.    BaSED  ON  THIS,   IT   IS  EVIDENT 
THAT  ThOMASV I LLE' S  ECONOMY   IS  NOT  A  PARTICULARLY  STABLE  ONE.    WiTH  SUCH  A 
LARGE  PER  CENT  OF  THE  TOTAL  LABOR  FORCE  EMPLOYED  IN  THE  MARKEDLY  AND  HIGHLY 


SENSITIVE   INDUSTRIES,   IT  IS  LIKELY  THAT  NATIONAL  RECESSIONS  WILL  BE  KEENLY 
FELT  IN  ThOMASVILLE.   A  DIRE  NEED  EXISTS  TO  DIVERSIFY  THE  LOCAL  ECONOMY  BY 
ATTRACTING  STABLE,  HIGH  GROWTH  INDUSTRIES,  WHICH  EMPLOY  PREDOMINATELY  MALE 
MEMBERS  OF  THE  LABOR  FORCE.    In  PASSING,   IT  SHOULD  BE  NOTED  THAT  SEVERAL  OF 
THE   INDUSTRIES  IN  WHICH  ThOHASVILLE  HAS  GOOD  GROWTH  POTENTIAL  ARE  STABLE  IN 
THIS  RESPECT. 

ManUFACTUR I NG 

Since  manufacturing  activity  in  the  past  has  been  one  of  the  primary 

FACTORS,   IF  NOT  THE  PRIMARY  FACTOR,  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  ThOMA S V  I L L E '  S  ECONOMIC 
GROWTH,  AND  SINCE  THIS  WILL  PROBABLY  CONTINUE  TO  BE  TRUE   IN  THE  FUTURE,  THE 
FOLLOWING  SECTION  ATTEMPTS  TO  ANALYZE   IN  DETAIL  THIS  A L L" I MPORTA NT  FACET  OF 
ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND  PROSPERITY.    As  ONE  STUDIES  THIS  SECTION,   IT  WILL  BE 
OBSERVED  THAT  SOME  OF  THE  FACTS  AND  IMPLICATIONS  ARE  SOMEWHAT  REPITITIOUS 
OF  THE  PRECEDING  SECTIONS;  HOWEVER,   IT  IS  HELPFUL  TS  GAIN  AS  MUCH  KNOWLEDGE 
AS  POSSIBLE  CONCERNING  TRENDS  IN  MANUFACTURING  GROWTH. 

MANUFACTURING  CONCENTRATION  AND  GROWTH  POTENTIAL 

Table  26  is  computed  by  the  same  formula  used  tb  compute  the  previous 

TABLES  SHOWING  INDEXES  OF  LOCAL  SPECIALIZATION,  DIFFERING  ONLY  IN  THAT  IN 
THE  FORMULA,  MANUFACTURING  EMPLOYMENT  WAS  SUBSTITUTED  FOR  TOTAL  AREA  EMPLOY- 
MENT.  This  presents  a  more  detailed  picture  of  manufacturing  activity  and 
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TABLE  26 


Index  of  Specialization  by  Manufacturing  Activity 
Thomasville,  North  Carolina  -  1950>  19^0 


1950 


PER  CENT  OF  TOTAL 
MANUFACTURING  EMPLOYMENT 
THOMASV I LLE     N. C.        U. 


INDEX  =  1.00 
ThOMASV I LLE 


FURN.,  LUMBER,  &  WOOD  PRODUCTS 

PRIMARY  METALS 

FAB.  METALS  (iNCL.  NOT  SPEC.) 

MACHINERY   (eXCL.   electric) 

ELEC.  MACH.,  &  EQUIP.  &  SUPPLIES 

MOTOR  VEHICLES  &  EQUIPMENT 

TRANSPORTATION  EQUIPMENT 

OTHER  DURABLES 

FOOD  &  KINDRED  PRODUCTS 

TEXTILE  MILL  PRODUCTS 

APPAREL  &  OTHER  FAB.  TEXTILES 

PRINT.,  PUB.,  AND  ALLIED  PRODUCTS 

CHEMICAL  AND  ALLIED  PRODUCTS 

OTHER  NON-DUR.   (iNCL.  NOT  SPEC.) 


H8.86 

20.21 

.20 

.7^ 

.2k 

.62 

.33 

1.01 

.20 

1.08 

.03 

.28 

.10 

•  ^  5 

2.69 

1.98 

1-33 

k2M 

5.07 

52.42 

1.76 

3-53 

i.i6 

2.11 

•37 

2.12 

.30 

8.38 

8.ii4 

2.I42 

8.07 

•  27 

5- 7  J 

.39 

.33 

5.87 

.19 

5.83 

,11 

3.31 

.67 

7.3'+ 

1.36 

10.09 

.26 

8.36 

.81 

^•1^0 

."^o 

5.88 
4.3H 

-55 

•7 

11.20 

.04 

.00 

.04 
.03 
.01 
.03 
.37 

.08 

.20 


.03 


I 


FURN.,  LUMBER,  &  WOOD  PRODUCTS  44.66  15-86 

PRIMARY  METALS                               .6l 

FAB.  METALS  (iNCL.  NOT  SPEC.)  .21  1-37 

MACHINERY  (eXCL.  ELECTRIc)  .67  2.53 

ELEC.  MACH.,  EQUIPMENT  &  SUPPLIES  1.02  4.97 

MOTOR  VEHICLES  &.  EQUIPMENT  .32  .32 

TRANSPORTATION  EQUIPMENT                  .73 

OTHER  DURABLES  4.21  2.6l 

FOOD  &  KINDRED  PRODUCTS  1.90  6.48 

TEXTILE  MILL  PRODUCTS  "^6 .  db  43.54 

APPAREL  &.  OTHER  FAB.  TEXTILES  6.93  6.48 

PRINT.,  PUB.,  AND  ALLIED  PRODUCTS  .91  2.57 

CHEMICAL  AND  ALLIED  PRODUCTS  .67  2.66 

OTHER  NON-DUR.   (iNCL.  NOT  SPEC.)  1.82  9-27 


.21 

1.00 

i.6i 

:i2 

1.07 
.35 
•25 


7.33 

Toy 

.07 
.12 
.07 

•55 
.18 

6.73 
1.05 

!i4 

.18 


^^^H    BELOW  AVERAGE  SPECIALIZATION 
^|H     AVERAGE  SPECIALIZATION 
1.25      ABOVE  AVERAGE  SPECIALIZATION 


OFFERS  WHAT  IS  PERHAPS  A  MORE  REALISTIC  VIEW  OF  ITS  RELATIVE   IMPORTANCE. 
For  EXAMPLE,  A  LOCAL   INDUSTRY,  CONSTITUTING  ONLY  A  SMALL  PERCENTAGE  OF  THE 

total  local  employment,  may  not  be  unde r- de ve l ope d  when  compared  in  relation 
to  its  importance  in  other  areas. 

When  compared  with  the  State,  Thomasville  manufacturing  employment  is 
concentrated  in  furniture,  motor  vehicles  and  equipment,  other  durables,  and 

apparels  and  other  fabricated  textiles;   AND  WHEN  COMPARED  WITH  THE  UNITED 

States,  in  furniture,  textile  mill  products,  and  apparel  and  other  fabri- 
cated TEXTILES. 

Unfortunately,  with  the  exception  of  textile  mill  products  in  relation 

TO  THE  state,  only  ONE  OTHER  INDUSTRY,  OTHER  DURABLES  WITH  AN  INDEX  OF  .5^ 
IN  RELATION  TO  THE  UNITED  STATES,   IS  APPROACHING  SPECIALIZATION  TO  A  MARKED 
DEGREE.    On  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INDEX,  THE  BEST  GROWTH  POTENTIAL  APPEARS  TO 

lie  in  other  durables  and  apparel  and  other  fabricated  textiles. 

Table  27  compares  employment  trends  of  Thomasville  with  those  of  the 
United  States  and  the  remainder  of  Davidson  County.   The  most  significant 
thing  to  be  derived  from  this  table  is  the  fact  that  the  two  major  industries 
OF  Thomasville,  the  textile  manufacturing  industry  and  the  furniture,  lumber, 

AND  wood  products   INDUSTRY,  BOTH  EXPERIENCED  DECLINES  IN  EMPLOYMENT  NATIONALLY 
during  the  LAST  DECADE  OF  22.3  '°E:R  CENT  AND  10.8  PER  CENT  RESPECTIVELY. 
When  CONSIDERING  THAT  THESE  TWO  INDUSTRIES  TOGETHER  CONSTITUTE  8l . 3^^  PER  CENT 
OF  ThOMASV I LLE ' S  MANUFACTURING  EMPLOYMENT,   PLUS  THE  REALIZATION  THAT  THE 
EMPLOYMENT  TREND  IN  THOMASVILLE  MIGHT  SOME  DAY  PARALLEL  THE  NATIONAL  TREND, 
THE   INHERENT  DANGER  OF  THIS  SITUATION  AND  THE  NEED  FOR  DIVERSIFICATION 
BECOMES  INCREASINGLY  EVIDENT. 
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TABLE  27  Comparison  of  Employment  Trends  of  Thomasville  and  the  Remainder 
OF  Davidson  County  of  Major  Industries  with  National  Trends 

1950  -  i960,  BY  PER  CENT 


^    CHANGE        REMAINDER      ^    CHANGE 
UNITED  STATES     OF  COUNTY     THOMASVILLE 


LUMBER,  WOOD,  AND  FURNITURE  -10,8  30-24  1  3.  2^* 

TEXTILES  -22.3  21. OH  7.11 

APPAREL  8.7  86.75  388.67 

Trends  in  Past  Manufacturing  Activity 

Table  28  compares  various  aspects  of  manufacturing  trends  from  195^  to 
1958  i^oR  Thomasville,  Lexington,  High  Point,  and  the  remainder  of  Davidson 
County  (exclusive  of  Thomasville  and  Lexington).   In  every  aspect  covered, 
both  Thomasville  and  the  remainder  of  Davidson  County  experienced  a  per 

cent  increase  between  195^  AMD  1958-    AlSO  OF   IMPORTANCE   IS  THE  FACT  THAT 
THE  RATE  OF   INCREASE   IN  EVERY  RESPECT  WAS  LARGER  THAN  THE  RATE  OF  LEXINGTON 

AND  High  Point. 

A  COMPARISON  of  Thomasville  with  the  remainder  of  Davidson  County  shows 
that  the  remainder  of  the  County  had  larger  increases  percentagewise  than 
DID  Thomasville  in  the  number  of  establishments,  number  of  employees,  number 
OF  production  workers,  and  man  hours  worked.   This  indicates  a  trend  toward 

INCREASED  manufacturing  ACTIVITY  OUTSIDE  THE  CORPORATE  LIMITS  OF  THOMASVILLE 
AND  Lex  I NGTON. 

Table  28  also  reflects  the  trend  toward  increased  automation.   Note 
THAT  BOTH  Thomasville  and  the  remainder  of  the  County  experienced  increases 

IN  NEW  capital  EXPENDITURES  MUCH  LARGER  THAN  THOSE   IN  EMPLOYMENT.    IT  WOULD 
SEEM  FAIRLY  REASONABLE  TO  ASSUME  THAT  MANY  OF  THESE  EXPENDITURES  WERE  FOR 
MACH I NERY. 
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TABLE  28  Manufacturing  Trends  for  Selected  Areas 

1954  -  1958 


NEW       VALUE 
NUMBER  NUMBER   PAYROLL  MAN   WAGES     CAPITAL  ADDED 
YEAR     OF       OF      ($1000)  NUMBER  HOURS  ($1000)  EXPEND. BY  MANU- 
ESTAB.  EMPLOY. (IOOO)  (  $1  000)  FAC  TURE  R 


THOMASVILLE 


1954  47          ^542  $1310^4  51^7  9519  $11052  $  666    $20322 

1958  59         6995  1903^+  6333  11794  15911  1210      3282I4 

425.53  426.22  4^5.25  423. oi»  423.90  4H3.96  481.68  461.52 

I95it  ko         5858  16016  5219  9770  12091  1377      24^9^+ 

1958  k6         6202  156^2  '^kkk  9697  12866  i28it      30168 

%    CHANGE  4I5.OO    4     5.87  -     2.34  4     4.3  -     0.75  4     6. Hi  -     6.75    423.16 

195**  9^         202H  ii88o  1865  3615  ill  80  iio6       8026 

1  nirfl  T  ncr                  0-7-71  i^r^nli  ^c-^i^  liil)i/^  cr^t  j\  -i^L           1  1  G'ln 


%    CHANGE 

LEX  I NGTON 


REMAINDER  OF 
DAVIDSON  CO.  * 


Jb  CHANGE 

HIGH  POINT 


1954   94     2024  4«tfO  10b5   361 5   4100  406    0026 

1958    125         2771  699**  2539      46ito      5910  736      11829 

432.98  436.91  4^3.32  436. iH   428.35  441.35  481.28  4^+7.38 

1954  205   1672I1  ^13125  is463  26950   32931  2779   69658 

1958  219    17056  52585  14768  26762   38515  3773   92561 

J     ^    R-3    .1     1     QQ  a91     QU  _     ll    llQ    _     <^    oft    a1^    Q^  jiTR    77    j-37    fl?^ 


^  CHANGE  4  6.83  4  1.99  421.94  -  lt.H9  -  6.98  4I6.96  435.77  432! 


*LEss  Lexington  and  Thomasville 


6i  - 


TRENDS  IN  RETAIL  TRADES  AND  SERVICES^  WHOLESALING  AND  AGRICULTURE 

Retail  Trade 

In  past  years  Thomasville  has  taken  a  back  seat  to  Lexington  in  retail 
TRADE  in  Davidson  County.   While  it  is  true  that  Lexington  still  leads  Thom- 
asville IN  this  area,  \F    THERE  IS  A  CONTINUATION  OF  THE  TRENDS  WHICH  OCCURRED 

between  195^*  *nd  1958>  this  will  not  be  the  case  in  the  future. 

Table  29  shows  retail  trade  trends  for  Thomasville  and  compares  them 
WITH  those  of  Lexington,  High  Point,  and  the  remainder  of  Davidson  County 
(less  Thomasville  and  Lexington).   Of  the  four  areas  selected,  Thomasville 
IN  195**  ^'^s  third  in  all  aspects  of  retail  trade.   However,  by  195^  Thomas- 
ville WAS  THIRD  IN  the  NUMBER  OF  EMPLOYEES,  SALES,  AND  ANNUAL  PAYROLLS  AND 
LAST  IN  THE  NUMBER  OF  ESTABLISHMENTS.    WHILE  PRIMA  FACIE  EVIDENCE   INDICATES 

THAT  Thomasville  is  slipping,  closer  examination  shows  that  this  is  not  the 

CASE. 

The  per  cent  change  column  of  Table  29  shows  that  between  195^^  and  195'^ 
Thomasville  experienced  the  largest  per  cent  increase  in  all  aspects  of  retail 
trade,  excepting  the  number  of  establishments  in  which  there  was  a  1.6   per 

CENT  DECLINE.    Th I S  WOULD  TEND  TO  INDICATE  A  TREND  TOWARD  LARGER  BUT  FEWER 

establishments.   also  note  that  the  increase  in  the  number  of  employees  was 
a  great  deal  smaller  than  the  increase  in  payrolls,  indicating  that  employees 
experienced  a  sizable  increase  in  wages. 

The  remainder  of  Davidson  County  had  the  largest  per  cent  increase  in 
THE  number  of  establishments  (lOO  PER  cent)  of  the  four  areas  selected.   This 
large  increase,  when  considered  with  the  fact  that  there  was  a  10.8  per  cent 
decrease  in  the  number  of  employees  and  only  a  7-9  f^"  cent  increase  in  the 
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ANNUAL  PAYROLL,  TENDS  TO  INDICATE  THAT  MOST  OF  THE  RURAL  RETAIL  TRADE   IS  OF 
THE  SMALL  TYPE  REQUIRING  FEW  EMPLOYEES.    ThE  FACT  THAT  THE  PER  CENT  INCREASES 
IN  RETAIL  SALES  WERE  MUCH  LARGER   IN  ThOMASVILLE  AND  THE  REMAINDER  OF  DAVIDSON 

County  (less  Thomasville  and  Lexington)  than  was  the  case  in  Lexington,  indi- 
cates THAT  Lexington  retail  sales,  as  a  per  cent  of  total  Davidson  County 
sales,  are  decreasing.   In  195^  Lexington  claimed  kf   per  cent  of  total  David- 
son County  retail  sales,  but  only  k^.'i    per  cent  in  1958. 

TABLE  29      Trends  in  Retail  Trade  for  Selected  Areas  -  ]'^^k-]^^8 

,  n       PER  CENT 
193^          1958         CHANGE 

ThOMASV I LLE 

NUMBER  OF  ESTABLISHMENTS  198  1 83      -    7-6 

ANNUAL  PAYROLL   ($1000)  $  1,^149      $  2,D'tO      4  ^10.  8 

SALES  ($1000)  $15,262    $20,105    -t  31.7 

number  of  employees  636       7'^3    *    i6.8 

Remainder  of  Davidson  County 

(excluding  Thomasville  and  Lexington) 

number  of  establishments  135       270    +100.0 

annual  payroll  ($1000)  $   776    $   837    4   7.9 

SALES  ($1000)  $ii,|toit        i:k,6ik       4  28.; 

NUMBER  OF  EMPLOYEES 


1*09         365     -  10. 


NUMBER  OF  ESTABLISHMENTS 


321  21+7  -  23.1 

ANNUAL  PAYROLL  ($1000)                     $  2 , 1 88  $  2,392  4  9.3 

SALES  ($1000)                                $23,655  $26,363  4  11.5 

number  of  employees                   1,115  1 > 09o  -  1-5 
High  Point 


NUMBER  of  ESTABLISHMENTS 


ANNUAL  PAYROLL   ($1000)  $  6 , 0O3      $  7,237      4  1 9. 0 

SALES   ($1000)  $59,^84      $66,500      4  11," 


NUMBER  OF  EMPLOYEES 

I' 

/.  source:   U.  S.  Census  of  Business 


613  -  it.l 

,237  4  19.0 

,500  4  11.8 

"z,6k6            2,776  4  it.9 
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Retail  Sales  -  Thomasville  as  a  Per  Cent  of  Davidson  County 

Another  method  used  for  determining  retail  trade  behavior  is  tc  observe 

AND  compare  retail  SALES  IN  ThOMASVILLE  RELATIVE  TO  TOTAL  RETAIL  SALES  OF 

Davidson  County  (see  Chart  8). 

From  19^8  to  195'*j  Thomasv  i  lle  '  s  per  cent  of  the  total  retail  sales 
increased  only  slightly  from  29.7  PER  cent  to  30-3  ''ER  CENT.   Gains  were 

MADE   IN  FOOD  STORES,  FURNITURE  AND  HOME  FURNISHINGS,  AND  GASOLINE  SERVICE 

STATIONS.   Losses  occurred  in  eating  and  drinking  establishments,  general 

MERCHANDISE,  automobile  DEALERS,   LUMBER,   HARDWARE,  AND  FARM  EQUIPMENT,  AND 
OTHER  RETAIL.    FrOM  195^*  "^^    195^*  GAINS  WERE  OBSERVED  IN  FOOD  STORES,  APPARELS, 
AUTOMOBILE  DEALERS,  OTHER  RETAIL,  LUMBER,  HARDWARE,  AND  FARM  EQUIPMENT;  WITH 
LOSSES  IN  EATING  AND  DRINKING  ESTABLISHMENTS,  GENERAL  MERCHANDISE,  FURNITURE 
AND  HOME  FURNISHINGS,  AND  GASOLINE  SERVICE  STATIONS.    ThOMASVILLE  RETAIL  SALES 
AS  A  PER  CENT  OF  TOTAL  CouNTY  SALES  INCREASED  FROM  30-3  ^^R  CENT  IN  195^  TO 
32.9  PER  CENT   IN  1958-    The  fact  that  certain  TYPES  OF  RETAIL  BUSINESSES 

experienced  a  per  cent  decline  in  sales  relative  to  total  county  sales  does 
not  necessarily  indicate  a  decrease  in  yearly  retail  sales;  rather,  it  indi- 
cates these  businesses  are  not  getting  as  large  a  per  cent  of  the  total 
Davidson  County  retail  trade  as  they  once  did.   Since  Lexington,  as  has  been 
previously  shown,  is  receiving  a  smaller  proportion  of  the  total  county 
retail  sales,  the  chances  are  that  the  types  of  businesses  in  which  thomas- 
ville experienced  a  decline  resulted  in  increases  for  the  remainder  of  dav- 
IDSON County  (less  Thomasville  and  Lexington).   Based  on  the  above  date,  two 

CONCLUSIONS  CAN  BE  MADE:  (l)  THERE  IS  A  TREND  TOWARD  INCREASED  COMMERCIAL 
ACTIVITY  IN  THE  AREA  OF  THE  COUNTY  OUTSIDE  THE  CORPORATE  LIMITS  OF  THOMAS- 
VILLE AND  Lexington,  and  (2)  retail  sales  in  Thomasville  are  increasing  more 


-  6k 


RAPIDLY  THAN   IN  LEXINGTON,  AND  AS  A  RESULT,   ThOMASVILLE  COULD,   IN  THE  NEAR 

future,  replace  lexington  as  the  primary  retail  trade  center  of  davidson 

County. 

Retail  Sales  (1958)  Relative  to  Personal  Income  of  Thomasville  Residents 

Tr9597 

Another  method  used  for  determining  the  performance  of  retail  trade  in 
a  given  community  is  to  compare  the  relationship  of  personal  income  to  retail 

SALES.    If  TOTAL  RETAIL  SALES  EXCEED  PERSONAL  INCOME,   IT  WOULD  INDICATE  THAT 
THE  PRIMARY  TRADE  AREA  GOES  BEYOND  THE  CORPORATE  LIMITS  OF  THE  COMMUNITY  IN 
QUESTION;   HOWEVER,   IF  TOTAL  RETAIL  SALES  ARE  A  GREAT  DEAL  LESS  THAN  PERSONAL 
INCOME,   IT  WOULD  TEND  TO  INDICATE  THAT  THE  PRIMARY  RETAIL  TRADE  AREA  DOES  NOT 
EXTEND  BEYOND  THE  CORPORATE  LIMITS,  AND  IN  FACT,  MAY  TO  SOME  EXTENT  BE  PART 
OF  ANOTHER  TRADE  AREA.    In  ThOMASVILLE,  AS  SHOWN  BY  TABLE  },0 ,     PERSONAL  INCOME 
WAS  $25,360,328  AND  TOTAL  RETAIL  SALES  WAS  $20,105,000,   INDICATING  THAT  THE 

primary  trade  area  does  not  extend  much,  if  any,  beyond  the  city  limits. 
This,  as  will  be  shown  in  the  next  section,  is  not  necessarily  the  case, 

BUT  IT  does  serve  TO  ILLUSTRATE  THAT  ThOMASVILLE  LOSES  MUCH  OF   ITS   INCOME 
TO  OTHER  RETAIL  AREAS. 

TABLE  30  Retail  Sales  (1958)  Relative  to 

Total  Personal  Income  of  Residents  (1959) 

lex  i ngton high  point    thomasville 

1959  TOTAL  PERSONAL  INCOME       $25,2i8,837  $112,125,^*65   $25,36o,328 
1958  TOTAL  RETAIL  SALES         26,363,000   66,500,000   20,105,000 

RETAIL    SALES    AS     PER    CENT 

OF      INCOME  104.5  59.3  79.3 

EXPECTED    SALES     IF     STATE     R.S./ 
INCOME     RATIO*     IS    APPLIED     TO 

AREA   INCOME  16,967,234        75, '+38,013        17,062,^29. 

DIFFERENCE  -  ACTUAL  FROM 

EXPECTED  4   9,395,766  -    8,938,013   4   3,0^2,571 


'N.  C.   RATIO 


.6728 
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In  order  to  provide  a  standard  by  which  to  evaluate  Thomasv I lle ' s  retail 
SALES,  THE  North  Carolina  Retail  Sales  Income  Ratio*  of  .6728  is  applied  to 
Thomasville,  WHICH  in  turn  provides  an  indication  «f  the  performance  of 
Thomasv I LLE ' s  retail  trade  based  upon  the  relationship  of  personal  income  to 
RETAIL  sales.   Application  of  this  theory  gives  the  theoretical  amount  which 
Thomasville  retail  merchants  can  expect  to  receive  a  year  based  upon  the  State 
AVERAGE,  WHICH  comes  TO  $17,062,^29.   As  shown  by  Table  30j  the  actual  value 
of  retail  sales  amounted  to  $20,105,OOOj  therefore,  Thomasville  received 
$3>0't2,58l  more  per  year  than  it  would  have  had  it  conformed  to  the  State 
AVERAGE.   This  shows  that  despite  losses  to  other  retail  areas,  Thomasv i lle ' s 
retail  trade  is  doing  fairly  well,  at  any  rate,  probably  better  than  most 
people  expected. 

Thomasville  Retail  Trade  Area 

Two  methods  have  been  employed  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  Thom- 
asville primary  retail  trade  area  in  order  to  graphically  illustrate  the 
approximate  area  in  which  most  persons  purchase  most  of  their  goods  and  ser- 
vices IN  Thomasville. 

The  retail  trade  area  was  first  determined  by  use  of  Reilly's  Law  of 
Retail  Gravitation  which  states  that:   "Two  cities  attract  retail  trade  from 
any  intermediate  city  or  town  in  the  vicinity  of  the  breaking  point  approx- 
imately IN  direct  proportion  to  the  population  of  the  two  cities  and  in 

INVERSE  proportion  TO  THE  SQUARE  OF  THE  DISTANCES  FROM  THESE  TWO  CITIES  TO 
THE   INTERMEDIATE  TOWN."**  ThE  RESULT  DERIVED  BY  USE  OF  THIS  MATHEMATICAL 
FORMULA   IS  DELINEATED  ON  MAP  1  BY  THE  SOLID  LINE. 


•This  ratio  represents  the  per  cent  of  total  personal  income  within  a  given 
area  which  the  local  retail  merchant  receives  in  the  average  north  carolina 

TOWN. 

•♦William   J.    Reilly,    The    Law   of    Retail   Gravitation    (    G. P.    Putman   Sons,    1930> 
PAGE    9- 
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RETAIL        TRADE        AREA 

THOMASVILL  E, 
NORTH       CAROLINA 

ESTIMATED         POPULATION      —       21,475 


LEGEND 

TRADE      AREA      AS      DETERMINED     BY 

reilly's     law 
personal     interview 


MAP 


I 

Secondly,  a  visit  was  made  to  several  of  the  local  merchants  engaged  in 
various  types  of  commercial  activity  in  an  effort  to  determine  if  their  retail 

TRADE  AREA  COINCIDED  WITH  THE  ONE  OBTAINED  BY  USE  OF  ReILLY'S  LaW  OF  RETAIL 

Gravitation.   The  results  thus  obtained  are  delineated  on  Map  1  by  use  of  a 

BROKEN  LINE,  and  INDICATE  THAT  THE  ThOMASVILLE  TRADE  AREA  OBTAINED  BY  THIS 
SECOND  METHOD  IS  MUCH  LARGER  THAN  THE  TRADE  AREA  OBTAINED  BY  THE  FIRST.    IN 
ALL  PROBABILITY,  NEITHER  OF  THE  RESULTS  ARE  ABSOLUTELY  CORRECT;  BUT  OF  THE 
TWO,  THE  RETAIL  TRADE  AREA  DETERMINED  BY  THE  SECOND  METHOD  MORE  THAN  LIKELY 
REPRESENTS  THE  MOST  ACCURATE  PICTURE.    AT  ANY  RATE,  BOTH  ARE   IMPORTANT  IN 
THAT  THEY  DO  PROVIDE  A  VERY  GENERALIZED  PICTURE  OF  THE  SHOPPING  TENDENCIES 
OF  THE  AREA  SURROUNDING  ThOMASVILLE. 

Service  Trades 

From  195^*  to  ^^'^8,    as  shown  by  Table  3I  >  Thomasville  experienced  increases 

IN  ALL  four  aspects  OF  SELECTIVE  SERVICES  -  NUMBER  OF  ESTABLISHMENTS,  ANNUAL 
payrolls,  SALES,  AND  NUMBER  OF  EMPLSYEES.    In  COMPARISON,  THOMASVILLE  EXCEEDED 
THE  GROWTH  RATE  OF  LEXINGTON  ONLY  IN  THE  NUMBER  OF  ESTABLISHMENTS,  AND  THE 
GROWTH  RATE  OF  THE  REMAINDER  OF  DAVIDSON  CoUNTY  (lESS  ThOMASVILLE  AND  LEX- 
INGTOn)  EXCEEDED  THAT  OF  BOTH  THOMASVILLE  AND  LEXINGTON  IN  ALL  ASPECTS, 
EXCEPTING  SALES  IN  LEXINGTON.    Th I S  AGAIN  SHOWS  THE  TREND  TOWARD  INCREASED 

commercialization  of  the  county  and  provides  an  excellent  illustration  of 
the  out-migration  of  business  to  the  fringe  and  rural  areas. 

Wholesale  Trades 

Table  32  illustrates  the  behavior  occurring  in  wholesale  trades  and 
shows  that  while  Thomasville  experienced  the  largest  per  cent  increase  in 
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THE  NUMBER  OF  EMPLOYEES,  AND  THE  REMAINDER  OF  DAVIDSON  COUNTY  (lESS  ThOMAS- 

viLLE  AND  Lexington)  experienced  the  largest  per  cent  increase  in  the  number 

OF  establishments,  the  GROWTH  OF  WHSLESALE  TRADES   IN  LEXINGTON  SURPASSED 
BOTH  WHEN  CONSIDERING  THE  COMPLETE  PICTURE.    ThE  FACT  THAT  THE  REMAINDER  OF 

Davidson  County  had  the  largest  per  cent  increase  in  the  number  of  establish- 
ments FURTHER   illustrates  THE  TREND  TOWARD   INCREASED  COMMERCIALIZATION  OF  THE 

fringe  and  rural  areas. 

Wholesale  trades,  as  basic  industries  with  high  growth  potential,  are 

OF  great   importance  to  the  economic  DEVELOPMENT  OF  A  COMMUNITY;   THEREFORE, 
it  would  be  wise  FOR  ThOMASVILLE  TO  WORK  TOWARD  ATTRACTING  MORE   INDUSTRY  OF 
THIS  TYPE. 

TABLE  3^      Trends  in  Selected  Services  for  Selected  Areas  -  195'*>  ^958 


1 95^      1 ! 


PER  CENT 
CHANGE 
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4    10.2 

$    395 

4  3k. 8 

4   42.0 

$1,281 

193 

4     h.3 

Thomasv I lle 

NUMBER  OF  ESTABLISHMENTS  59 

ANNUAL  PAYROLL   ($1000)  $   293 

SALES  ($1000)  $  902 

number  of  employees  1 85 

Remainder  of  Davidson  County 

(excluding  Thomasville  and  Lexington) 

number  of  establishments 
annual  payroll  ($1000) 

SALES  ($1000) 
NUMBER  OF  EMPLOYEES 

Lex  I NGTON 

NUMBER  OF  ESTABLISHMENTS  126  II8       -   6.3 

ANNUAL  PAYROLL  ($1000)  $   37^       $  6^'(  4  65. 0 

SALES  ($1000)  $1,597    $2,35^    4  k-i.k 

NUMBER  OF  EMPLOYEES  228  290      4  27-2 


k3 

iii8 

42iti(.2 

$    176 

$    279 

4     58.5 

$    730 

$i,8its 

^152.7 

75 

118 

^     57.3 

High  Po i nt 

number  of  establishments  323  321  -  0.6 

ANNUAL  PAYROLL   ($1000)  $§,5^5  $3,281*  +  29.0 

SALES  ($1000)  $8,601  $10,187  4  18.4 

number  of  employees  1,179  1,2^3  ■•■  5-'^ 
Source:   U.  S.  Census  of  Business 


TABLE  32 


Trends  in  Wholesale  Trade  for  Selected  Areas  -  195^>  1! 


195^ 


PER    CENT 
CHANGE 


Thomasv ILLE 


NUMBER  OF  ESTABLISHMENTS 
ANNUAL  PAYROLL   ($1000) 
SALES   ($1000) 

number  of  employees 
Remainder  of  Davidson  County 


9  11  422.2 

$   223  $   375  +68.2 

$  6,833  $  6,982  4  2,2 

53  89  467.9 


(excluding  Thomasville  and  Lexington) 

NUMBER  of  establishments 

annual    payroll    ($1000) 
sales    ($1000) 
number  of   employees 


n  25  492.3 

$  261  $   350  43H.1 

$  5,701  $  7,569  ■»32.8 

81  113  439.5 


Lex  I  ngton 


number  of  establishments 
annual  payroll  ($1000) 

SALES  ($1000) 
NUMBER  OF  EMPLOYEES 


16  22  437.5 

$       2HS  $         421  471.8 

$  4,6^4  $    7,223  455.2 

80  123  453.8 


High   Point 


NUMBER  OF  ESTABLISHMENTS 
ANNUAL  PAYROLL  ($1000) 
SALES  ($1000) 
NUMBER  OF  EMPLOYEES 


124 

$  1»,139 

$79,522 

1,038 


$  5,2^8 

$103,147 

1,298 


+  9.7 

427.0 

429.7 
425.0 


source:   U.  S.  Census  of  Business 
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Davidson  County  Agricultural  Trends 

As  SHOWN  BY  Table  33>  from  1950  "^^   1959  the  number  of  farms,  acreage  in 

FARMS,  AND  THE  NUMBER  OF  BOTH  WHITE  AND  N©N-WHITE  FARM  CPERATORS  DECLINED. 
In  CONTRAST,  THE  AVERAGE  FARM  SIZE   INCREASED  FROM  7^-0  ACRES  IN  195^  TO 
91.3  ACRES   IN  1959. 

TABLE  33  Davidson  Csunty  Agricultural  Trends,  1950-1959 

i_950 12^ 1959 

number  of  farms 

ACREAGE   IN  farms 

per  cent  of  total  ctunty  acreage  in  farms 

average  farm  size 

white  operators 

acres  operated  by  white  operators 

non-white  operators 

acres  operated  by  non-white  operators 

source:   U.  S.  Census  of  Agriculture 

•decrease   in  FARMS  DUE  TO  CHANGE   IN  DEFINITION  -  280. 

This  trend  is  not  one  peculiar  to  Davidson  County,  but  is  generally 

OCCURRING  throughout  BOTH  THE  STATE  AND  NATION.    ThE  NUMBER  OF  FARM  UNITS 
AND  FARM  OPERATORS  ARE  DECREASING;   HOWEVER,   THE  REMAINING  UNITS  ARE  LARGER, 
MORE  EFFICIENT,  MORE  MECHANIZED,  AND  MORE  PRODUCTIVE.    A  MAJOR  PROBLEM 
RESULTING  FROM  THIS  TREND  IS  THE  NECESSITY  TO  PROVIDE  EMPLOYMENT  FOR  DISPLACED 
FARM  WORKERS,  AND  THE  FAILURE  TO  DO  SO  MAY  POSSIBLY  BE  PARTIALLY  RESPONSIBLE 
FOR  SOME  OF  THE  OUT-MIGRATION  WHICH  OCCURRED. 
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3,  it  00 

3,561 

2,ii36 

2itH,293 

226,737 

191,376 

69.7 

6^.6 

5H.8 

71-9 

63.7 

78.6 

3,32ii 

3,^10 

2,39^ 

2^1,091 

223,929 

189,530 

76 

91 

k2 

3,202 

2,808 

1,8^6 

THE  LABOR  FORCE 
Compos i t i on 

In  i960  THERE  WERE  6,868  PERSONS  IN  THE  ThOMASVILLE  LABOR  FORCE  -  ^,173 
MALES  AND  2,695  EEMALES.    ThE  LABOR  FORCE  FOR  THE  REMAINDER  OF  THE  COUNTY 

(less  Thomasville  and  Lexington)  numbered  20,^22  persons.   Of  this  number, 

13, 3^*3  WERE  men  and  1,01s     WERE  WOMEN. 

The  FOLLOWING  is  a  percentage  breakdown  of  males  and  females  in  the 

LABOR  FORCE  FOR  ThOMASVILLE  AND  THE  REMAINDER  OF  DAVIDSON  COUNTY  (lESS  ThOM- 

asville  and  Lexington)  in  I96O: 

Thomasv I LLE  Remainder  of  Davidson  County 

PER  cent  male      60.8  PER  CENT  MALE      65.3 

per  CENT  FEMALE   39-2  PER  CENT  FEMALE   3^°7 

As  SHOWN,   IN  RELATION  TO  THE  TOTAL  LABOR  FORCE,  THERE   IS  A  HIGHER  PROPORTION 
OF  FEMALES  PRESENT   IN  ThOMASVILLE  THAN   IN  THE  REMAINDER  OF  DAVIDSON  COUNTY. 
The  EMPLOYMENT  OPPORTUNITIES  FOR  WOMEN  IN  TEXTILES,  AND  TO  AN  EXTENT  IN  FUR- 
niture, are  primarily  responsible  for  this. 

Chart  9  illustrates  age  and  sex  characteristics  of  the  Thomasville  and 
Davidson  County  (less  Thomasville  and  Lexington)  labor  forces.   Note  par- 
ticularly that  in  both  Thomasville  and  the  county,  the  25-3^>  the  35-^'*j  *nd 
the  H5-6U  age  groups  contain  larger  proportions  of  the  total  labor  force  than 
DO  THE  younger  groups.   Th I s  is  due  in  part  to  out-migration  of  many  persons 

IN  THE  younger  groups  WHO  DO  NOT  REMAIN  TO  BECOME  PART  OF  THE  LABOR  FORCE; 
SUBSEQUENTLY,  THE  REMAINING  ONE   IS  COMPARATIVELY  OLDER  THAN  WOULD  NORMALLY 

BE  THE  CASE.   This  is  indeed  unfortunate  because  the  younger  age  groups  are 

GENERALLY  the  most  EDUCATED,  THE  EASIEST  TO  TEACH  NEW  SKILLS,  AND  THE  MOST 
PRODUCT  I VE. 
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COMPOSITION     OF     LABOR    FORCE     BY     AGE      S    SEX 

3  5  % 


THO 
n 

M  AS  VI  L  L  E,      N.C. 

Jl 

ll 

tl 

3  0 


25 


2  5 


10 


DAV  IDSON                    COUNTY 

(EXCLUSIVE          OF          TMlM,         a         lEXJ 

PL        r- 

r 



rl 

1 

-64      35-44     25-34       I6-2-. 


35-34      35-44     45-64 


TOTAL       MALE 
TOTAL       FEMALE 


4,173 

2,695 


TOTAL 
TOTAL 


MALE 
FEMALE 


MALE 


WeMEN  IN  THE  Labor  Force 


FEMALE 


13, 343 
7,0  79 


CHART  -  9 


Or  THE  TOTAL  FEMALES  1  *+  YEARS  OF  AGE  AND  OVER  IN  THOMASVILLE,  TaBLE  3*+ 
SHOWS  THAT  ^^8. 51  PER  CENT  ARE  PRESENT  IN  THE  LABOR  FORCE.  Th I S  IS  A  HIGHER 
PROPORTION  THAN  THE  STATE,   URBAN  NORTH  CAROLINA,  AND  DAVIDSON  COUNTY   (lESS 

Thomasville  AND  Lexington);  therefore  reflecting  a  greater  dependence  in 
Thomasville  UPON  female  labor.   Of  the  total  female  LABOR  force  in  i960, 

9^.11     PER  CENT  WAS  EMPLOYED  AND  5-23  PE"  CENT  UNEMPLOYED,   INDICATING  THAT 
FEMALE  EMPLOYMENT   IN  ThOMASVILLE  FAIRED  SOMEWHAT  BETTER  THAN   IT  DID   IN  THE 
OTHER  AREAS  SELECTED. 

In  evidence  of  the  fact  that  many  women  are  working  TO  SUPPLEMENT 
FAMILY   INCOME,   IT   IS  SHOWN  THAT  66.3!   PER  CENT  OF   THE  WOMEN   IN  THE  LABOR 
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table:  3^ 


Women  in  the  Labor  Force 
Thsmasville  and  Selected  Areas,  1960 


STATE 

URBAN 

REMAINDER  OF 

OF  NORTH 

NORTH 

THOMASVILLE   DAVIDSON 

CAROL  1 NA 

CAROL INA 

COUNTY* 

FEMALES  l^t  YEARS  OF 
AGE  AND  OVER 


NUMBER  IN  THE 
LABOR  FORCE 

PER  CENT 

NUMBER  IN  THE  LABOR 
FORCE  AND  HUSBAND 
PRESENT 

PER  CENT 

NUMBER  WHO  HAVE 
CHILDREN  UNDER  6 


1,600,721  679,8i+6  5,555  16,887 

100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0 

600,061  30i,i*05  2,695  7,079 

37.5  kk.-^  118.51  41,92 


376,148         172,670         1,787 
62.7  57.3         66.31 


5,44o 
57.3         66.31  76.85 


YEARS  OF  AGE 

335,504 

^5,153 

606 

1,621 

PER  CENT 

55.9 

15.0 

22.49 

22.90 

NUMBER  NOT  IN 
LABOR  FORCE 

1,000,670 

378,441 

2,860 

9,808 

PER  CENT 

62.5 

55.7 

51.49 

58.08 

NUMBER  EMPLOYED 

562,967 

283,215 

2,554 

6,582 

PER  CENT  OF 
LABOR  FORCE 
NUMBER  UNEMPLOYED 

93.8 
36,255 

94.0 
181,143 

94.77 
l4i 

92.98 
497 

PER  CENT  OF 
LABOR  FORCE 

6.2 

6.0 

5-23 

7.02 

•excluding   Thomasville   and   Lexington 
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FORCE  ARE  MARRIED,   AND  22.^9  PER  CENT  HAVE  CHILDREN  LESS  THAN  6  YEARS  OF 
AGE.    In  COMPARISON,   ONLY  THE  REMAINDER  OF  DaVIOSON  COUNTY  HAS  A  HIGHER  PRO- 
PORTION OF  WIVES  EMPLOYED,  WITH  65.85  PER  CENT.    In  REGARD  TO  THE  PER  CENT 
OF  THE  FEMALE  LABOR  FORCE  HAVING  CHILDREN  UNDER  6  YEARS  OF  AGE,   IT  IS  SHOWN 

THAT  Davidson  County  (less  Thomasville  and  Lexington),  with  22.90  per  cent, 
IS  almost  the  same  as  Thomasville;  however,  the  State,  with  55-9  peR  cent, 

is  FAR  above  both  IN  THIS  RESPECT. 

Worker  Ava  i  lab il  ity 

Chart  10  gives  the  estimate  of  production  worker  availability  in  a 
20-MILE  commuting  radius  of  Thomasville  and  includes  those  persons  "who 
possess  production  job  skills  and  persons  under  ^+5  YEARS  OF  age  deemed 
trainable  for  production  jobs".   while  this  definition  is  very  broad,  it 
does  serve  to  give  an  idea  of  possible  labor  which  new  or  expanding  indus- 
tries may  expect  to  recruit. 
!       Each  year  approximately  1,370  high  school  graduates  from  this  area 

ENTER  the  labor  MARKET.   WiTHIN  THIS  AREA  THERE  ARE  7>980  PRODUCTION  TYPE 
WORKERS  WHO  WOULD  BE  AVAILABLE  FOR  EMPLOYMENT   IF  THERE  WERE  JOBS  FOR  THEM, 
HO5  ARE  SKILLED,  2,170  ARE  SEMI-SKILLED,  AND  '^,^0^    ARE  TRAINABLE  FOR  PRO- 
DUCTION JOBS  DEMANDING  SKILLED  DEVELOPMENT.    NOTE  THAT  VERY  FEW  NON-WHITES 
ARE  PRESENT   IN  EITHER  THE  SKILLED  OR  SEMI-SKILLED  CATEGORIES,  AND  ALSO  THAT 
WOMEN  ACCOUNT  FOR  A  LARGE  PERCENTAGE  OF  THE  SEMI-SKILLED  WORKERS.    Th I S   IS 

probably  attributable  to  the  large  amount  of  women  employed  in  textiles  and 
to  a  lesser  degree  in  furniture. 

Unfortunately,  closer  examination  also  shows  that  women  account  for  the 

j/     largest  proportion  of  the  total  available  workers  as  well.   It  is  possible 

1 

THAT  existing  CHARACTERISTICS  OF  THE  POTENTIAL  AVAILABLE  WORKERS  COULD,  TO 
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EMPLOYMENT   SECURITY    COMMISSION    OF     NORTH   CAROLINA 
ESTIMATE    OF    RESIDENT    PRODUCTION    WORKER   AVAILABILITY 


Area: 


Thomasville 


N.   C. 


February 


19_64_ 


I  11  P  0  R  T  A  I]  T 


Estimated  number  and  chahacteristics  of  persons 

WITHIN  this  area  who  POSSESS  PROODCTIOH  JOS 
SKILLS  AND  PERSONS  UNDER  45  YEARS  OF  AGE  DEEMED 
TRAINABLE  FOR  PRODUCTION  JOBS. 


ESTIMATE  BASED  ON  THE  PREMISE  THAT  NEW  OR  EX- 
PANDING INDUSTRY  WILL  AFFORD  WAGES  AND  WORKING 
CONDITIONS  EQUAL  TO  OR  SLIGHTLY  BETTER  THAN 
PRESENT  INDUSTRIAL  PATTERN  OF  THE  AREA. 


RECRUITING  AREAt       20       MILE  RADIUS 
(ROAD  MILES)  FOR  SITES    IN  OR  NEAR 

Thomasville 

POPULATION  Of   ENCIRCLED  AREA: 

289,713 

(I960  CENSUS) 

EACH  YEAR  APPROXIMATELY  1»37Q 
HIGH  SCHOOL  GRADUATES  ENTER  THE 
LABOR  MARKET    IN  THE  ENCIRCLED  AREA. 


VJithin  This  Area  The  Estimated  Ilumber  of  Production  Type  l.'orkers  Available  Is  — 


CHARACTERISTICS 

Total 

white 

Other                     | 

MlALE 

FtMALE 

Male 

Female 

TOTAL    ESTIMATE    Of    AVAILABLE 
PRODUCTION    TYPE  WOflKESS 

7,980 

2,500 

5,580 

1,050 

1,070 

Skilled 

405 

245 

120 

30 

10 

SEMISKILLED 

2,170 

650 

1.165 

190 

165 

Trainable  For  production  Jobs 
Demanding  Skill  Development 

5,405 

1,605 

2,095 

810 

895 

experienced  workers. 

BY    Industry 

Industry 

Skilled 

Semi-skilled 

Textiles   Inc.   Hosiery 

195 

980 

Apparel 

25 

240 

Furniture 

50 

210 

Estimate  of   Recruitable  workers   in  Area| 

Miles 

Male 

Female 

0  TO    15 

1.375 

2.465 

15   TO  20 

1.6^^5 

1.985 

20  TO  25 

Chart  10 


PREPARED    BYI    BUREAU    OF    EMPLOYMENT    SECURITY    RESEARCH,    RALEIGH,    NORTH   CAROLINA 


A  LARGE  EXTENT,  HAMPER  ThOMASVILLE   IN  HER  EFFORTS  TO  DIVERSIFY  THE  INDUS- 
TRIAL BASE.   However,  there  appears  to  be  a  sufficient  amount  of  males, 

TRAINABLE  FOR  PR«DUCTION  JOBS,  TS  MEET  ANY  DEMAND  WHICH  IS  LIKELY  TO  BE 
MADE  UPON  THE  CITY. 

At  this  POINT  SOME  MAY  DOUBT  THE  VALIDITY  OF  THE  ABOVE  FINDINGS  SINCE 
MANY  JOBS  PRESENTLY  EXISTING  GO  UNFILLED.    ThE  ANSWER  TO  THIS  IS  TWIN-FOLD! 
(l)  MANY  OF  THE  UNFILLED  JOBS  REQUIRE  EXPERIENCE  AND  SKILLS  WHICH  THE  LABOR 
MARKET  IS  UNABLE  TO  PROVIDE;  HOWEVER,  THE  VAST  MAJORITY  OF  THE  WORKERS 
AVAILABLE  ARE  TRAINABLE  FOR  PRODUCTION  jeBS  REQUIRING  SKILLED  DEVELOPMENT, 
AND  IF  LOCAL   INDUSTRIES,  NOT  PRESENTLY  DOING  SO,  WERE  TO  IMPLEMENT  TRAINING 
PROGRAMS,  MOST  OF  THESE  UNFILLED  JOBS  COULD  PROBABLY  BE  FILLED;   (2)  OFTEN 
TIMES  THE  WAGES  AND  WORKING  CONDITIONS  OFFERED  ARE   INSUFFICIENT  TO  ENTICE 
AVAILABLE  WORKERS  TO  GO  TO  WORK  -  THIS   IS  PARTICULARLY  TRUE  OF  FEMALES  WITH 
CHI LDREN. 

OuT-CoMMUT iNG  Patterns 

Map  2  illustrates  out-commuting  patterns  for  Thomasville  and  Davidson 
County.   A  slightly  higher  proportion  of  county  workers  (19-90  per  cent) 
out-commute  to  their  jobs  than  do  Thomasville  workers  (I7.87  per  cent).  The 

MAJORITY  of  the  COUNTY  WORKERS  GO  TO  FORSYTH  AND  GulLFORD  COUNTIES.    MOST  OF 

THE  Thomasville  workers  also  commute  to  Guilford  County  (83.9?  pe:r  cent),  of 
WHICH  75'32  PER  cent  go  to  High  Point,  6.^9  pe^R  cent  go  to  Greensboro,  and 

2.10  PER  CENT  go  to  the  BALANCE  OF  THE  CjUNTY. 

In  comparison  to  other  areas  throughout  the  State,  both  Thomasville  and 
Davidson  County  have  a  relatively  high  percentage  of  out-commuting  workers, 
as  a  rule,  this  indicates  one  of  two  things,  or  a  combination  of  both!   (l) 
wages  are  more  attractive  elsewhere,  or  (2)  the  area  of  residence  cannot 
provide  sufficient  employment.   ou t- c ommut i n6  patterns  are  important  in  the 
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OUT- COMMUTING     PATTERNS     OF     WORKERS 

THOMASVILLE         AND  DAVIDSON     COUNTY 

I960 

ARROWS         SHOW  PERCENT         OF  0  U  T  -  C OM M u T I N B         WORKERS 

EMPLOTEO  IN        OTHER  COUNTIES 


-►  THOMASVILLE 


_^  DAVIDSON         COUMTY 


Approximately    b,hOO   Davidson    County    residences    go    out    or    the    county    to 

WORK. 


Of  the  total  workers  in  Davidson  County,  approximately  1°.°  percent 

COMMUTE  outside  THE  COUNTY  TO  WORK.    ABOUT  ^ly.S  PERCENT  OFTHESE  OUT- 
COMMUTERS  WORK  IN  Guilford  County  and  about  ^6  percent  work  in  Forsyth 
County. 


Of  the  total  workers  in  Thomasville,  approximately  I7.Q  percent  commute 

outside  THE  county  TO  WORK,  ABOUT  75  PERCENT  OF  THESE  OUT  - C OMMU T E RS  WORK 

IN   Catawba    County. 


MAP-2 


POSSIBLE  ATTRACTION  OF  NEW  INDUSTRY.    IT  IS  LIKELY  THAT  MANY  OF  THESE  WORKERS, 

who  presently  out-commute  to  their  employment,  constitute  a  portion  of  the 
available  potential  labor  supply,  and  subsequently  could  be  bargained  for 
by  new  industry. 

In-Commuting  Patterns 


Table  35  indicates  number,  per  cent,  and  county  of  residence  of  the 

workers  coming  INTO  DAVIDSON  COUNTY  TO  WORK.    Of  THE  1,93^  ^^°  IN-COMMUTE, 

23.  '^5  per  cent  reside  in  randolph  county  and  22. 1&   per  cent  in  guilford 
County.   In  addition,  a  significant  number  also  come  in  from  Forsyth, 
Mecklenburg,  Davie,  and  Rowan  Counties.   One  readily  notes  that  many  msre 
workers  are  going  out  of  Davidson  County  to  work  than  are  coming  in. 


TABLE  35 


Number,  Per  Cent,  and  County  of  Residence 
Davidson  County  In-Commuting  Workers 


county  of  residence 

FORSYTH 

GU  I  LFORD 

MECKLENBURG 

DAV  I  E 

ROWAN 

MONTGOMERY 

RANDOLPH 

STANLY 

YADK I N 

CABARRUS 

TOTAL 


120 

It  in 

328 

i86 
52 

i+5ii 
60 
12 
27 

1936 


PER  CENT  OF  TOTAL 
IN-COMMUTING  WORKERS 

6.20 
22.78 
13.22 
16.94 

9.61 

2.69 
23.^5 

3.10 
.62 

1.39 

100.00 
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Occupational  Groups  in  the  Labor  Force 

Table  3^  *nd  Chart  11  classify  the  employed  members  of  the  labor  force 

BY  SEX  ACCORDING  TO  THEIR  PARTICULAR  OCCUPATIONS  IN  ThOMASVILLE  AND  THE 
REMAINDER  OF  DAVIDSON  COUNTY  (lESS  ThOMASVILLE  AND  LEXINQTOn)  FOR  195^  *ND 
i960. 

During  the  last  decade  total  employment  in  Thomasville  increased  by 
29.69  PER  CENT  (see  Table  2*+).   The  number  of  employed  females  increased  by 
39.11  per  cent,  while  the  number  OF  employed  males  increased  by  only  2^.32 
PER  cent,  indicating  a  trend  toward  greater  employment  growth  for  women 
than  men. 

The  occupational  structure  of  Thomasv i lle ' s  labor  force  has  shifted 
somewhat  in  the  last  decade.   For  males,  there  was  an  increase  in  the  pro- 
portion of  professional,  managerial,  and  proprietary  workers  and  clerical 
and  sales  workers,  with  fewer  workers  relative  to  the  total  in  the  remaining 
categories.   The  female  occupational  structure  has  tended  toward  increased 
proportions  in  all  categories,  except  semi-skilled  and  farm  workers. 

In  the  remainder  of  the  county,  the  increase  in  female  employment  was 
32  times  greater  than  that  of  male  employment  -  75-^7  pe "  cent  increase  in 

female  EMPLOYMENT  AND  22.53  P^"  CENT  INCREASE   IN  MALE  EMPLOYMENT.    FoR 
FEMALES,  EVERY  OCCUPATIONAL  GR0UP  EXPERIENCED  AN  INCREASE   IN  PROPORTION  TO 
THE  TOTAL  EMPLOYMENT  FROM  195^  TO  1 960,  EXCEPT  THE  FARM  AND  SEMI-SKILLED 

GROUPS.   Male  employment  followed  the  same  trend,  but  also  experienced  a 
decrease  in  the  skilled  group  as  well. 

Long-term  stability  and  growth  of  the  industrial  base  depands  upon  the 

ABILITY  OF   INDUSTRY  TS  PROVIDE  EMPLOYMENT  FOR  MEN.    WhILE   IT   IS  TRUE  THAT 
MALE  EMPLOYMENT  DID,   IN  FACT,   INCREASE,   PRIMA  FACIE  EVIDENCE   INDICATES  THAT 
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TABLE   36 


Occupation   by  Sex,    195O-I960 


TOTAL  EMPLOYED  MALES 

PROF. ,  MGR. ,  PROPR. 

CLERICAL  AND  SALES 

SK  I  LLED  WORKERS 

SEMI -SK I LLED 

UNSK ILLED 

ALL  FARM  WORK 

NOT  REPORTED 

TOTAL  EMPLOYED  FEMALES 

PROF. ,  MGR. ,  PROPR. 

CLERICAL  AND  SALES 

SKILLED  WORKERS 

SEMI -SK I LLED 

UNSK ILLED 

ALL  FARM  WORK 

NOT  REPORTED 


ThOMASV I LLE 

PER 

CENT 

PER    CENT 

NUMBER 

D 1 STR 1  BUT  1  ON 

1950         1960 

CHANGE 

iq'io 

I960 

19^0-1960 

3220 

I4OO3 

100.0 

100.0 

2H.32 

396 

580 
k66 

12.3 

A.^ 

^6.^6 

307 

9-5 

11.6 

51-79 

662 

706 

20.6 

17.6 

6.65 

II+O6 

1500 
46i 

^3.7 

37.5 

6.69 

IIO9 

12.7 

11.5 

12.71 

20 

12 

.6 

.3 

-1+0.00 

20 

278 

.6 

7.0 

— 

1836 

255'* 

100.0 

100.0 

39.11 

189 

335 

10.3 

13.1 

/7-F? 

351 

507 

19.1 

19.9 

kk.kk 

9 

20 

.5 

.8 

122.22 

981 

1152 

53.  ii 

1+5.1 

17.^3 

292 

iti9 

15-9 

:6.k 

1*3.1+9 

1 

— 

.1 

— 

-100.00 

13 

121 

•7 

'+.7 

... 

TOTAL  EMPLOYED  MALES 

PROF. ,  MGR. ,  PROPR. 

CLERICAL  AND  SALES 

SKILLED  WORKERS 

SEMI -SK I LLED 

UNSK I LLED 

ALL  FARM  WORK 

NOT  REPORTED 

TOTAL  EMPLOYED  FEMALES 

PROF.  ,  MGR.  ,   PROPR. 

CLERICAL  AND  SALES 

SKILLED  WORKERS 

SEMI-SK ILLED 

UNSK I LLED 

ALL  FARM  WORK 

NOT  REPORTED 


Remainder   of   Davidson  County* 
10636  13032  100.0 


687 
2050 
3621 

871+ 
21*711 

160 

3751 
26I+ 
526 

51 

2207 

361 

268 

7H 


1139 
1260 
3153 


1221* 
730 

6582 


1414 

88 
3196 

873 

124 


7.2 

6.5 

19.3 

34.0 

8.2 

23.3 
1.5 

100.0 

7.0 

14.0 

1.1 

58.8 
9.6 

7-1 
2.0 


100 


22.53 


'^7. 


53- 

27- 

2. 

-50. 


75 


160 
72 
1*1* 

53 


^excluding    Thomasville   and   Lexington 
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MEN,   IN  MANY  CASES,  ARE  BEING  REPLACED  BY  WOMEN  IN  THE  LABOR  FORCE.    Th I S 
IS  NOT  TO  SAY  THAT  WOMEN  SHOULD  NOT  WORK  TO  SUPPLEMENT  FAMILY  INCOME,  BUT 
RATHER,  THAT  FUTURE   INDUSTRY  MUST  FIRST  PROVIDE  JOBS  FOR  MALE  MEMBERS  OF 
THE  LABOR  FORCE.    IF  THIS   IS  NOT  DONE,  A  LONG-TERM  CONTINUATION  OF  THIS 
TREND  COULD  CREATE  A  SITUATION   IN  WHICH  THERE   IS  MORE  EMPLOYMENT  FOR  WOMEN 
THAN  MEN. 

At  the  PRESENT  TIME,  THE  LARGEST  PROPORTION  OF  ThOMA S V  I L LE '  S  LABOR 
FORCE  IS  COMPRISED  OF  SKILLED,  SEMI-SKILLED,  AND  UNSKILLED  WORKERS.    In  A 
TOWN  SUCH  AS  ThOMASVILLE,  WHERE  THE  PRIMARY  SOURCES  OF  MANUFACTURING  EMPLOY- 
MENT ARE  TO  BE  FOUND   IN  EITHER  THE  FURNITURE  OR  TEXTILE   INDUSTRY,   THIS   IS 
AS  EXPECTED.    It  should,  HOWEVER,  BE  NOTED  THAT  AS  INDUSTRY  BECOMES  MORE 
COMPLEX  AND  AUTOMATED,  THE  SIZE  OF  THESE  GROUPS  WILL  DECREASE   IN  PROPORTION 
TO  THE  TOTAL  LABOR  FORCE  AND  THE  GROWTH  OF  THE  FUTURE  WILL  BE  FOUND  IN  THE 
PROFESSIONAL,  MANAGERIAL,  AND  PROPRIETARY  GROUP  AND  THE  CLERICAL  AND  SALES 
GROUP. 

Unemployment 

Table  37  indicates  unemployment  by  occupational  groups  for  Thomasville 

AND  the  remainder  OF  DAVIDSON  COUNTY   (lESS  ThOMASVILLE  AND  LEXINGTOn)   IN 

i960.   While  total  employment  in  the  county  was  somewhat  less  than  that  of 
Thomasville,  the  patterns  for  both  are  very  similar.   Each  experienced  the 
largest  amount  of  unemployment  in  the  semi-skilled  and  unskilled  groups. 
Thomasville  had  no  unemployment  in  the  professional  and  farm  groups  and  the 
remainder  of  the  county  had  only  slight  unemployment  in  these  groups. 
Table  38  shows  I963  unemployment  ratios  by  the  month  for  Davidson 
;,  County  and  compares  them  with  Guilford  and  Rowan  Counties.   This  information 
WAS  compiled  by  the  North  Carolina  Employment  Security  Commission  and  covers 
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TABLE  38   Insured  Unemployment  in  Davidson  CeuNTv  and  Selected  Areas,  19^3 

DAVIDSON  COUNTY         GUILFORD  COUNTY  ROWAN  COUNTY* 


AVERAGE  INSURED       AVERAGE  INSURED       AVERAGE  INSURED 
UNEMPLOYMENT    RATIO   UNEMPLOYMENT     RATIO  UNEMPLOYMENT    RATIO 


JANUARY  ^^8k  6.0  2990  3.5 

FEBRUARY  1198  6.0  2859  3.5 

MARCH  12i+7  6.3  2865  3-3 

APRIL  1176  5.9  2765  3.2 

HAY  962  k.8  2130  2.5 

juhe'  982  ^.9  1939  2.3 

JOLY  825  k.2  2128  2.5 


6k<^  3.0      1690      l.i 

6^7     3.1      163^+     1.1 


AUGUST 

SEPTEMBER 

OCTOBER  653         3.1         1501         1 


NOVEMBER  686     3.2     1559     1.7 

DECEMBER  93H         k.k  1978        2.2 

source:   Trends,  volume  22,  nost.  1-12. 

•this  data  is  for  Rowan  and  David  C©unties  combined. 


510 

3.0 

538 

3.2 

522 

3-1 

k<)k 

2.9 

333 

2.0 

293 

1.7 

313 

1.9 

553 

3.1 

376 

2.1 

306 

1.7 

2^10 

1.3 

286 

1.6 

ONLY  THOSE  ESTABLISHMENTS  EMPLOYING  FOUR  OR  MORE  PERSONS;  SUBSEQUENTLY, 
ONLY  THOSE  FILING  FOR  UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION.    SiNCE,  UNDOUBTEDLY,   THERE 
WERE  OTHERS  WHO  WERE  UNEMPLOYED  BUT  NOT  ELIGIBLE  FOR  BENEFITS,  THE  ACTUAL 
RATES  WERE  PROBABLY  SOMEWHAT  HIGHER. 

It  MAY  BE  NOTED  THAT  UNEMPLOYMENT  TRENDS  IN  DAVIDSON  CoUNTY  WERE  SOME- 
WHAT ERRATIC,  INDICATING  TO  A  LARGE  EXTENT  SEASONAL  EMPLOYMENT.  ThE  RATIOS 
RANGED  FROM  A  HIGH  OF  6.3   IN  MARCH  TO  A  LOW  OF  3-0  IN  AUGUST.    A  COMPARISON 

WITH  Guilford  and  Rowan  Counties  illustrates  that  employment  in  thcse  counties 

IS  MUCH  MORE  stable  THAN  THAT  OF  DAVIDSON  COUNTY.    UNTIL  THE  SITUATION  WHICH 
IS  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  THIS  SEASONAL  TREND  IS  CORRECTED,   IT  CAN  BE  EXPECTED  TO 
CONTINUE;   HOWEVER,  THE  ATTRACTION  OF  STABLE   INDUSTRIES  TO  THE  ThOMASVILLE 
AREA  WOULD  UNDOUBTEDLY  SERVE  TO  IMPROVE  THE  PRESENT  CONDITION. 
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EMPLOYMENT  PROJECTIONS 
Table  39  presents  employment  projections  by  industry  for  Thomasville 

AND  THE  REMAINDER  OF  DAVIDSON  CSUNTY  (lESS  ThOMASVILLE  AND  LEXINGTOn)  TO 

1970  *ND  1980.   These  PROJECTieNs  are  based  on  past  trends  of  local  and  county 

INDUSTRIES  RELATIVE  TO  NATIONAL  TRENDS  IN  THESE   INDUSTRIES.    ThEY  ARE  NOT 
PREDICTIONS  AND,   INDEED,  MANY  VARIABLES,  SUCH  AS  THE  ABILITY  AND  DESIRE  TO 
ATTRACT  NEW  INDUSTRIES,  ETC.,  ARE  NOT  TAKEN  INTO  ACCOUNT.    ThEY  ARE   IMPOR- 
TANT IN  THAT  THEY  ENABLE  THE  PEOPLE  OF  ThOMASVILLE  TO  SEE  WHERE  THtY  ARE 
HEADING   IN  THE  FUTURE   IF  THEY  CONTINUE  AS  THEY  HAVE   IN  THE  PAST,  AND  AID 
THEM  IN  CHANGING  THE  FUTURE  COURSE   IF  THAT  WHICH  IS  EXPECTED  IS  NOT  THAT 
WHICH  IS  DES I  RED. 

Assuming   a    continuation   of    past    trends,    Thomasville    can   expect   a    1H.7 

PER  CENT  DECLINE   IN  MANUFACTURING  EMPLOYMENT  BY  1 98O,   OF  WHICH  THE  MAJORITY 
WILL  OCCUR  IN  FURNITURE,  LUMBER,  AND  WOOD  PRODUCTS  AND  TEXTILE  MILL  PRODUCTS. 

The  SAME  IS  true  for  the  remainder  of  Davidson  County  (less  Thomasville  and 
Lexington)  where  the  decline  in  manufacturing  employment  is  expected  to  be 
6.1  per  cent,  occurring  primarily,  as  was  the  case  with  Thomasville,  in  the 
furniture  and  textile  industries. 

Total  employment  in  Thomasville  is  expected  to  increase  by  ^k.6   per 
CENT  BY  1980.   Large  gains  in  commerce,  transpbrtat i on,  and  professional 
services  are  expected  to  more  than  offset  losses  occurring  in  manufacturing. 
By  1980  Thomasville  can  expect  about  959  new  jobs  and  the  remainder  of  Dav- 
idson County  (less  Thomasville  and  Lexington)  can  expect  about  2,050. 


table:  39  Employment  Projections  -  I97O  and  19o0 

Thomasville  and  the  Remainder  of  Davidson  County* 


T 

HOMASV ILLE 

REMA 1 NDER 

OF  THE  COUNTY 

y>    CHANGE 

:*  CHANGE 

iq6o  1970 

1980 

1 960-80 

i960 
9614 

1970 
19995 

1980 
21664 

1960-80 

TOTAL 

6557  6850  7516 

l4.6 

10.5 

CONSTRUCTION 

222 

2^5 

270 

21.6 

1341 

i48o 

1634 

21.8 

MANUFACTURING 

3735  3393  3i86 

-A.7 

0582 

9991 

994i 

-  6.1 

FURN. , LUMBER, wood  PROD. 

1668 

1488 

1327 

-20.4 

4191 

3738 

3334 

-20.4 

PRIMARY  METALS 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

20 

21 

22 

10.0 

FAB.  METALS( INCL. NOT  SPEC.) 

8 

12 

18 

125.0 

78 

119 

181 

56.9 

MACHINERY 

25 

31 

3? 

IH 

56.0 

92 

115 

l44 

56.5 

ELEC.MACH.  ,EQU 1  P.  &  SUPPLIES 

38 

66 

200.0 

4o9 

706 

1219 

198.0 

MOTOR  VEHICLES  AND  EQUIP. 

12 

12 

12 

0.0 

2? 

25 

2^ 

0,0 

TRANSPORTATION  EQUIPMENT 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

4 

8 

16 

300.0 

OTHER  DURABLES 

157 

200 

254 

61.8 

271 

344 

437 

61.3 
51.4 

FOOD  AND  KINDRED  PRODUCTS 

71 

87 

107 

50.7 

370 

455 

560 

TEXTILE  MILL  PRODUCTS 

1370 

io64 

827 

-39.6 

3652 
846 

2838 

2205 

-39.6 

APPAREL  &  OTHER  FAB.  TEX. 

259 

282 

307 

18.5 

920 

1000 

18.2 

PR  1  NT.  ,  PUB.  ,&.  ALLIED  PROD. 

34 

34 

?9 

73.5 

92 

122 

i6i 

75.0 

CHEMICAL  &  ALLIED  PRODUCTS 

25 

k6 

76.0 

57 

77 

io4 

S2.5 

OTHER  NON-DUR.   (iNCL.NOT  SPEC 

.)  68 

72 

76 

11.8 

475 

503 

533 

12.2 

TRANSPORTATION 

170 

197 

233 

37-1 

766 

899 

io64 

38.9 

RAILROAD  AND  RAILWAY  EXPRESS 

12 

8 

5 

-58.3 

96 

65 

44 

-54.2 

TRUCKING  (service  AND  WHSE.) 

62 

81 

106 

71.0 

4oo 

522 

682 

70.5 

OTHER  TRANSPORTATION 

17 

17 

17 

0.0 

F 

74 

76 

p.6 

COMMUNICAT IONS 

50 

5^ 

67 

34.0 

82 

95 

110 

34.1 

UTILITIES  &  SANITARY  SERVICE 

29 

33 

38 

31.0 

116 

133 

152 

31.0 

COMMERCE 

1209 

1I+16 

1669 

38.0 

3069 

3575 

4189 

36.5 

WHOLESALE 

108 

122 

137 

26.9 

332 

374 

421 

26.8 

ALL  RETAIL 

S^^ 

961 

1077 

25.7 

2053 
334 

2301 

25^9 

25.6 

FIN.,  INS.  ,&  REAL  ESTATE 

187 

263 

3^^ 

97.3 

469 

658 

97.0 

BUSINESS  &  REPAIR  SERVICE 

57 

70 

86 

50.9 

350 

431 

531 

51-7 

PERSONAL  SERVICES 

458 

516 

58U 

27.5 

7^*5 

836 

943 

26.6 

PRIVATE  HOUSEHOLDS 

255 

305 

365 

43.1 

3?I 

475 

569 

43.3 

OTHER  PER. SER. ,ENT.  &  REC. 

203 

211 

219 

7-9 

34S 

361 

374 

7-5 

PROFESSIONAL 

580 

882 

1349 

132.6 

ii6i 

1763 

2700 

132.6 

ALL  EDUCATION 

191 

312 
^^55 

509 

166.5 

531 

867 

i4i6 

166.7 

HOSPITALS  AND  OTHER  PROF. 

299 

693 
1^7 

131 .8 

375 

571 

870 

132.0 

PUBLIC  ADMINISTRATION 

90 

115 

63.3 

225 

325 

4i4 

84.0 

AGRI., FORESTRY,  FISHERY 

12 

7 

k 

-66.7 

i427 

882 

545 

-61.8 

MINING 

k 

3 

2 

-50.0 

^^5 

32 

22 

-51.1 

OTHER  OR  NOT  GIVEN 

167 

191 

219 

3K1 

478 

547 

626 

31.0 

'excluding  TnOMASViLLE  AND  LEXINGTON 
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CONCLUSIONS 
Many  of  the  facts  presented  in  this  report  may  not  be  well  received  by 

SOME  people,  and   IT  MAY  EVEN  APPEAR  THAT  THE   PURPOSE  HAS  BEEN  TO  OSTRACIZE 
THE  SHORTCOMINGS  OF  ThOMASVILLE.    Th I S  CERTAINLY  HAS  NOT  BEEN  THE  CASE; 
RATHER,   IT  HAS  BEEN  AN  HONEST  ATTEMPT  TO  DETERMINE  THE  STRENGTHS  AND  WEAK- 
NESSES OF  ThOMASV I LLE ' S  POPULATION  AND  ECONOMIC  STRUCTURE   IN  ORDER  TO  PRO- 
VIDE A  FRAMEWORK  UPON  WHICH  TO  BASE  THE  PLANNING  PROGRAM. 

A  CITY  IS  NOT  MERELY  A  STATIC  GEOGRAPHICAL  LOCATION  SET  OFF  BY  CORPOR- 
ATE BOUNDARIES,   BUT  A  DYNAMIC  ORGANISM  CONSTANTLY   IN  A  STATE  OF  FLUX.    THE 
PURPOSE  OF  PLANNING  IS  TO  GIVE  DIRECTION  TO  THESE  CHANGES,  AND  THEREBY  PRO- 
VIDE FOR  ORDERLY,  WELL-DEFINED  GROWTH  AND  DEVELOPMENT.    IT  IS,  HOWEVER, 

necessary  that  a  determination  of  where  the  city  has  been  in  the  past  and 
where  it  is  presently  precede  the  planning  process  if  intelligent  and  rational 
decisions  are  to  be  made  concerning  where  the  city  is  going  in  the  future. 
This  is  the  purpose  of  a  population  and  economic  analysis. 

In  summary,  some  of  the  major  problems  facing  Thomasville  are: 
Out-migration  in  white  young  productive  age  groups 
Increased  proportions  of  children  and  retired  persons 
Poor  income  distribution 
Low  educational  attainment 
Housing  conditions  which  could  be  improved 
Over-specialization  in  some  industries,  resulting 

IN  A  lack  of   industrial  DIVERSIFICATION 

--  Almost  50  pe"  cent  of  total  employment  in  those 

industries  MARKEDLY  SENSITIVE  TO  THE  FLUCTUATIONS 
OF  THE  NATIONAL  BUSINESS  CYCLE 


--  Manufacturing  employment  concentrated  primarily 

IN  THE  textile  AND  FURNITURE  INDUSTRIES;  BOTH  OF 

which,  due  to  automation,  are  declining  nationally 
in  employment 

Larger  employment  growth  for  females  than  males 
Despite  the  many  problems,  the  Thomasville  population  and  economic 
structure  also  includes  numerous  positive  aspects,  some  of  which  are  as 
follows: 

Increasing  population  for  the  last  sixty  years 

In-migration 

Much  better  than  average  non-white  housing 

Has  7>98o  production  type  workers  available 
for  employment  within  a  20-mile  radius 

Receiving  an  increasing  percentage  of  total 
Davidson  Ccunty  retail  sales  -  could  replace 
Lexington  as  the  primary  retail  trade  center 
of  the  county  in  the  near  future 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

In  ORDER  TO  diversify  and  stabilize  THE  EXISTING  ECONOMIC  BASE  AND 
SUBSEQUENTLY  PROVIDE  EMPLOYMENT  FOR  THE  EXPANDING  POPULATION,   ThOMASVILLE 
SHOULD  CONTINUE  ENDEAVORING  TO  ATTRACT  INDUSTRIES  OTHER  THAN  THOSE  ENGAGED 
IN  TEXTILE  AND  FURNITURE  MANUFACTURING.    !f  POSSIBLE,  THESE   INDUSTRIES 
SHOULD  BE  ONES  WHICH  HAVE  HIGH  GROWTH  POTENTIAL,  ARE  RELATIVELY  INSENSITIVE 
TO  THE  NATIONAL  BUSINESS  CYCLE,  AND  PROVIDE  MALE  EMPLOYMENT.    TH I S ,   IN  TURN, 
WOULD  INCREASE  ECONOMIC  AND  EMPLOYMENT  OPPORTUNITIES,  AND  CONSEQUENTLY  SERVE 
TO  KEEP  MANY  OF  THE  YOUNG  PEOPLE   IN  ThOMASVILLE  WHO  MIGHT  OTHERWISE  OUT- 
MIGRATE.   Since  many  of  those  who  normally  constitute  the  out-migrat ion  are 

ALSO  THE  BETTER  EDUCATED,  THIS  WOULD  SERVE  TO  RAISE  EDUCATIONAL,   INCOME, 
AND  HOUSING  l-FVELS,  AND  THEREBY  AID  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  A  LARGE  MIDDLE  CLASS. 


This  would  result  in  a  more  equal  distribution  of  wealth,  hence  greater 

PURCHASING  POWER  AND  FINALLY,   INCREASED  GROWTH  AND  PROSPERITY  FOR  ThOMAS- 
V  ILLE. 

Along  this  line,  Thomasville  has  already  taken  a  positive  step  in  the 
right  direction.   Since  the  last  census  Thomasville  has  obtained  several 
industries  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  plastics,  several  industries 
engaged  in  the  production  of  bakery  products,  and  one  engaged  in  the  manu- 
facture of  brass  products.   also  of  importance  is  the  davidson  county  indus- 
TRIAL Education  Center  and  the  Thomasville  Business  College.   If  these 

GRADUATES  are  KEPT  IN  THOMASVILLE,   IT  WILL  SERVE  TO  UPGRADE  EDUCATIONAL  AND 
INCOME  LEVELS,  AND  WILL  ALSO  AID  THOMASVILLE   IN  THE  ATTRACTION  OF  NEW  INDUS- 
TRY.  Continuing  along  this  line,  it  should  also  be  noted  that  implementa- 
tion OF  an  effective  planning  program  would  itself  be  of  great  value  to 
Thomasville  in  her  efforts  to  attract  new  industry.   An  analysis  of  the 
central  business  district  to  study  the  possibility  of  downtown  renovation 
would  also  be  a  good  idea  which  could  possibly  result  in  a  large  increase 

IN  RETAIL  sales.    AlSO,  THE  PROSPECTS  FOR  URBAN  RENEWAL  SHOULD  BE   INVESTI- 
GATED. 

These  are  but  a  few  of  the  possibilities  which  may  be  employed  to 

IMPROVE  various  ASPECTS  OF  THE  CITY.  NOW  THE  PEOPLE  OF  THOMASVILLE  MUST 
CONSIDER  AND  DECIDE  WHAT  THEY  WANT  THEIR  CITY  TO  BE,  AND  THEN  CHOOSE  THE 
METHODS  TO  ACCOMPLISH  THE  DESIRED  OBJECTIVES. 
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